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HFTcTT 1 /98~M€f 


wmrt t^s cfj. (m.) 
3fR 

TFT «TCTc£7 ^Tcg7 
WT 

ftSTTCIFT^*FT tJaH ^TTCT (^lifcfl) 


,3n^cfj 

..yfci^ 


3Tt£?T 

1999 eft 8^ f^f mftcT fc^^TT *PJT) 

^1? *1lHo1l fftYTTWIc^R WTT ^JNr (4ftft£t) ft ftmflviT 3ETF^ ft> jrf-rtR % TlftfEftT 11 nft 
1986 4 ft ftmftvrf 3PIW USfcH tmieft ft Mf^d-T fftp? ft #7 Mlfo l H^q 

Htt'Hl'1mTTft W) ft*l)f£ln fftsm CCT | v^Trftl^ftftff^anftmfttft^^mfft^TTFOT^HFT^ftaftl 

^ HPTeTT 3Ttmi^?T ^ET ^IFITcTO ft vT^TR ^JRTcR 3fr? ’JrTer qftefSH ft^lTcRI (TRftftjTTftt) ft Ftft 

S? ^r npifttnfeii'i ft* aftpfa f^mepi ft> fen? ^ arrai % i HRft ft* naftt 

3ft fttft ftftm ft i 

2.1 ftrrft tjtt. ft*. trtrtpH ^s 3*o (mo) leifft£>s, f^rwr^r (arreroft^r) 3 fn? ftnft tr 
bl^ fctfft&5, Rkn«imceu|+1 tfctR ^ HfbtJH ft ftmftvrT 3HR35 ft* Prafn ft offt ft I 

ttwr sro ft*Tftt\ir 3 ffj 3 * ^ ^Ff ft* leu? 3 Tftn* 3 ftf ft 3 rg*rffr ftt eft i 

2.2 WI 3^T Tjfl fftfft^T ■ftqlH ftftt ft %nf^RT fft^IT w an | W<ftn> %TH ftfa 3lft3* toTT^f 

4 fcRlfviRT %3T ^PTT «fT, fuF# 3ft wft tR f^TT W af| | ^ 3Tfft33> 3ft $3 

ft ft 129 <cTre wft ir anftfftri fft*^ tr 7 $ | me ft wret 3 ft ftt ft 3 m fft>d' i ftlcR ft* ftm 

3TeFT—3TeFT aft | 
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2.3 "ft 7 iV*TFT 3?R «T^t <Hl^H 3?R ^fT^t afR w\<£l >!el^ eTTCRT ffel^ ]|T[ a![ | 3THW 
’TR^J I<RT ytfty n^j HgHWJI vincTT CTT | dtMWId. W1 ^ yRT^ft ^ FTO <fRy£t 
^cl^l elR^I 6 RT ill’ll nft Kdicl dn> Tg^ltjl vjildl SIT | krlld'l cKF '-iR'Ttf'l ^Hl^l TTRtftn /clft 5 RT 
q^el fcbiJI vjTTflT 8 TT | 

2.4 Pl*jld f^y vjii^ <1MI aRRy? U^<ft dR-l *R wlci 5 'Ji'-Tl SKI Kyiicil R^cfl ft xfVrT 
yfty?yfonr *m ani ^ten^T20H^.86yft^T*JWafti 

2.5 W^H Pi*—ifclRscl ^ 1 ^ 1 ^ U5M ^R ay:— 

(i) tjRH Hvri^il afR TJTRyRj yy yftH nRT?> nft WW ^ ftyreft ft 3RRy> yy 
ftnyft wHid'-RiftRyyyT i 

(ii) hrh ft ^r-tifSm arraftyi ^ tr^rrefr yy vjmfin yRft $y Md ft %r ft araw 

m WHRRFI | 

(iii) Mstld SRT Mid 4 31^^ 3*7 dcJH I 

2.6 H3R yitafl 1 TjH'yft. 84 ft 35/- Wiy yfa ftto yy ' W ' K I d JTHR" TRJeT >T% 

ft i y? ^ 3#f^n »n i 

2.7 ftftM ft 19 y^, 86 yft yys yfftry ynft fftpy, ftp# srt ftyftfty am^ ywy yft yy> ^ 

yRicft yft y^ aft i ftftifftd yroiieft yfr 3rerftd enfy yft ngfini ftt n^ aft a?R fti dyfft i yft 
yft ftTym afa ft we ?r?5 aryfy? aryft ftyft afR fttsft yy yftm yRft cm an yay aiyft f^in yy 
ynl'i 4Rc\ ijy ntrift araw enyyr an i n? nm i^ieiy y'icTyPiy> sri y^ ppFrry hrpt srfftyft yft 
^FiraR ajfR frrt npfrnfM y> yftftann srt fftpy yr rt an i f$yj frpt % ansiR 

^r fo ft^ftlftd y^rfft anHi^ ^tt ^ 20 yf. 86 ft 30/- wiy yfft ftt cry yft yy tr yyjcft 3 trh ^ 

tfri 

3.1 < 4 lftq)i<pnlafi % %[#3(-aRRyj $ yFRR ^ feR 30/- ^yy yfri ^ itfr ^ f^cs 
^ananyy^%n?a^^afRarl^wt,yyif^nTtoi?rRR#ait| nrf^nnafi n?r 

-fJmiciq y* w %h WTRf RmnaJIvi ^ nft aft, ^ nrlM nft ^gnft nv yrmcr ^n f^nf tr 

yf^ a* f% yRTn ^ etrt 52 ^ aftpftr yf^n mr ar^fRui n# f^m ay afR 
^ f^R55 ^ srt nn ym fh wr ^y ^ #n 3 efRT yn i 

3.2 nwfft Rnyicm ft ns ar^nn an fft> y^ry styt cptr ny y^R ar^n afR argft^i ^ dan 

^ 4)1 n? f^nR anfftj^ftnf ^nn tr anf yrwif^yj rfft $ ^e*r aM yft wn yRm Rmnem nn 
wt an afk trt y^ ^rt y^i ftn? y^n yyRf yft ^ tr Wj IcPn afR cfp^m 
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'HWR HtTFTcrR RIHT 31® ton ftf EIRT 52 ft 3T7PfH M^i ft yy HH ftf toy^fft yyjy yRc! 

TFRT \RTTlftf y?cJ3ft y? fft^RyR y-|chrfl eft I cTcT^HR, 1986 Wl lltol^l yfftRf afR fty>dl yR 
ffty yy afR to antoiy tok>R yR ftt to I 

3.3 aufteWcM ft TJ^T anto ft to^T to anftft yifftfel ftf aft I ^yyftefTyft ^WWto \TeSf 
RTmTeHT ft tofRriy to gRT ftf to, toflft f^TH WTF5I RIRneftyi ft fftftn ftf tjfe ftf afR to 
anftefl ftf <5R to | toviH to ft to ton % ftyftkT 3RIW ft ftftto 30/- to ftf. 
cTH y^RPT IWR ftkk ?KyyV SRT 3lfftPiyy ftf EIRT 52 ft aiyfty kfy)fl ffty yy jft | 

3.4 20 to, 1986 ft 12 yRyft, 1992 ftf 3lto ft to ftyftfvrf 3RFRF ft yyejyy 5WR THTlft 
toff toy ym ^ 51 . torft ftft? ft fttok ttwr ftf toy yTfftyyyRrfafi ftf yftor to 3fR yyftf 
arryton ^jyft ft n?wi<i mnjyy y^rny ntof ft toto ft fttoy yyy yy tony yRm an 1 
yyyidn ft nw ftf fftto fto fft to apffcft 3fR to mfftyy ft mraieRi ft yyar wffty ypft ft 
tom toto amryj ft ykfti ft wry ft to yifftynyyifaft ft grn to yy ^wh fttok hwr ft 
ton ft anto) 4 aiffty wto to to ft to to to 1 

4.1 ftftfftfftys^etoyRft^fft toyT^yfto^y?yyyyyiftffty£Hytotoffty T ry ft 
afR yen y^om eir^tof fto nm en, ft Rnen?w ft yen fto anjto toton yitod ftf aft 
afR wy^yny, gyrft to arfftfftejy ftf eirt 52 ft airto ftftk mr yft to kfyftft anyyyy? to 
aft I 

4.2 vjfjqciy Rmndy ft ffteifyy ft fery PimIciRsici fftyaft yy ycftesi IftRn:— 

(i) yyT ftoy? 19 1986.10 ^y 1986 3fR 18 vgto 1986 ft) yfftto yRyy 3fR 

ftoy> 26 yjy 1986 yy to yy ylfttof toey aifftfto yft ert 53 ft ynto 
ftyftki ar?Ry) ^ to y?ray ytoi yft cTcyycfty to ft ^ yyrr yto ft araiyr 
ym to y^ ctpx to ft yto, ?yyft aifftfftyy en?T 52 ^ artor tok TRyy? 
yft yft to^fft annyyy) 11 

(ii) ym wurth nmft yft yffttot y^ 3igfto, 3?fto eft afR to jtri yyry yft ynft 
tot ftyiafi yen ftftf ftyiafi ^ to to am Rmy ynft to ynrft y> to toft 
toy ganto yy antoy to eft 1 

(iii) yen 20 to 1986 ft 12 y)to), 1992 yft ftftto 3rto <ft ton anftcRto yyry ^ 
yftoe ft ftnftld amey) ft y^fyy ft fRy yftft to yy my yyiftt an 1 

(iv) yen 20 to 1986 ft 12 yRto, 1992 yen yft arftft ft to ntRyy yyR ftofftr 
yRft ft to ^kk ttwr yft to toyyytoaft yft fttfto ynft yRft afR yyyft 





Mm in—75ms 4] 


MRrIMnwm : 3TOIMRUI 


5 


arrqfcrqT # feiT? wlrPTiift fRfq 3 vsnfl Rp£?t qq^q cffr ijfe 3 Rmftftq 
#1 

4.3 <m rW ^M^Kl (i) qq wg %, « RnUTerq ^ feu)°Tr q>t % >3^3 RJTqieTq qft 

fM^n fa q? ^fWrm aroqRt A Rmfrfaq aft fcriqr 26 ^r. 1986 <b yfaqi^ wqq 3 
Rfqq qR£ UR( U+dlftd 'Ararat q?f TO ^ aTTcttqi A ygRH UMI^t qftq^ q^t eTF^qR^t q> 

fcR q>m qqT an. atq^R arfaftqq q?r ?irt 52 q> af?r*fq 3Rfm ^r^qiR q?r ^-^ftq^ft arfT&trr 
aft 3fR arfaftqq qft «rt 53 3 vifwiRqq anjHR ^e^tqft fq$Rr qqtft w q^t ^tht rt qqrqr 
an 1 

4.4 q^qqq RnqTeTq ^t q? ^fcq^qftaftfayu^yqRaR^.arl^^afR^uRTyqTq 

qft vrir^r qTeft %^T3ff CTSIT ^Rft RtqTafi ^ feTTJ $\4 URT RqR ulRt qTet TTHRf ^ fa( fa# Xjfaq 
^arrqat tr 3 rmrR?T q# «$l afR q^q wnqidq q?f qs faq# qfaq aft 1% ?wt fa4q qRftq tor 
UW faill vjihi an | 

4.5 uTgT ?RJ> IW WJ RTqq £ fa qqT 20 q£ 1986 ^ 12 qRqtf, 1992 qq> q$t ^TUfaf 3Tqfa ^ 
^RH anfteWrll W1 q? qfafR A *fq#\SI q> UgRiq A> faq qft^ URf qq qjq flqfa 5TT. vR qfl H 
^TRUeRI ^ fct^ufl q?t aft fa PImIvjH fq qofat tr an afR R#RJ qeq Rrmidq $ fJRqnft qft 
qRfaqrqqien i 

4.6 Vjlfl rtq? (iv) qq qqq $, HM*ftq ^J^TR RiMletR A fatpjft qft aft fa qifaq 3RqTftq# tr 
ftqR qRRT 3?R £TRT 54 (l) q> aRpfa TTURT qfal Tjq qnrRq qq qqfa faf?q qRqT qt#q 

wq>R qft #fafaq> qqqq^m faft i faftq tor q> faq q? ire fa>ft fa q* qFraf A 
ifrf^i orfSq'i q> aRqr^qqt q? Rif^rnq wr ; gqqtf q?t a^qfct ^ weft %, qft i^tt qRqi 
'H^ 3^ cT^qqqi^ qf^ q>tf|q TOR qf^rt WT^t PiqjRcT afR ^qjd q>ff MH ^ vjq^qtr qqf|£Rt 
aRiqT^^qRqqqft^ | 

4.7 Rqiw io qwq'fl, 1997 q>t riRci qqqqq ^mioiq A> arfrfq arr^qr qi <d«iffcici vj^rt gq: 
tRgq ffaj qq f-.- 

"HH^flq \J^TR RTTqioiq, Rq qiftqjiep^M qft qffcRT vjfift qR% afR anqfcrRft, qf^ q^ 
t, ^r f^qR qR^r d«n #[ A A[i urt q^ arralcdql, ufc qft^ t, xr iff f^rR xrRt 
A> irqin q^tq u?q qq qRffq tor 4 wgro yrf?JqRm q?f ftufa ^r^i ^ f2f^j f l 
qf^Rt RT'^qxR ^i xqRjqq qTf^tqRq urt q? qqfqil ?q ant^T qft yf?t qff qrPd qft qRR^ ^ 
qR q^ qfr qq^t A> ’fRR Ijft q^t RRft qT%q |" 
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vJ«RTH RIFITcRT ^ PSli<t> 10 3FR?T, 1993 ^ 3Klft*T OTT^TT JJRT ^ ^TeT 
1986 ^3TT*rifr1eP?30/- 

^RTR *JR^ ^ ^ I HftmiM ^ 12 1992 ?R> ^ ^ SElfa fcF? ^1 

YTftl WJ »fT?TFT 3R ft*TT 11" 

arerfSr ^ *?Rft trftorM 5 m u^r orftw afrh jmrcf #r fo# Tiftr ^ ^TFRfr ^t 
tre^I afcfra H^T IR 3lftm <37 3TTeitaf $ ftfafa ftp? vilT^ # fcTt? fojT 

TWTtl ^ F? TO TOT SPftoIWff ^ ^FT^fSRT 3mft $ llfamfcq’i ^ vR# ffTCT 

<^jci ^ ^ yp^H imref fo# 3ifctf^n ^rfti flfttorM ciFrcft ^r ^ feR 

#nfWi 5 Ri u^rh wrti arftrfow ^rftr ^ ^wh <tfr cnffts 12 u ffr vm 

<r? ir «nvir gNta watr ^ fa>fa sft eirtfcg ^ airer 3ft arafa $ %rc ^r^ft 

3ERft 35Yft 3* fcE? fuM^TY St 7 !! I" 


5.1 wi rjfticrj $ PRfa 3> F9wr ftrrcf vb. 3>. wmpft ^ gfttft (nr.) f erfft & g ft 

16 arthcT, 97 3ft H^leNI 3ft ^ 3T«jft33 JRgn fft^n 3?R HHftfa vIWR ^IHIToR 3^ OTlft'SlPJ'fTR 12 

uftwti yftM 3 ft ®ira *r? rt%tt 1,04,40,450/- wj 3 >t ^ 3 T 3 i fftrcjr i ^ 33 ftft aiftR 3 tt£?t 

3 Tft?T for? vin^r 3 > ^ ^J 33 T^ < 3 ) fcP? «ft 31^1 fft> 3 T 2 JTI 


5.2 A^Rf m 3*1^ 3T3R fcrfftt® % «fr I^FlfcHRaa 3FJ*t£T 3Rft gq Ij-Ter 3^3*3 TOTTO 3 ft 

%T^y. 1997 ft 3F«n^raRT TTOJrT f^T CJT:- 

(i) 20 86 12 Wlft, 92 ^ cf5t Tf^fsJ ^ feH? ^pfruT 3RTf^ ^ cTCH ^ 

fcR f^Rfr W ^ UF'HIH TTHp/l # <5R^[ ^ 1eH? VT^I ?F, ^f if^ ) ^ 

'•ft #IRj JF5R 3T«RT ^TTeREf ^ aft I 




^[pFfYTf^TT 


vjTR, vHtf^ 3[f?F^R 2/- WFJ uf^ *fr.^T t^cft % I 


(iii) FcfR RTRf 20 86 $ 31 *TT^, 92 tfft TFrft^ $ ^“lYH 0HFf3> ^ Ftrf 

rtflH ^ fcE? 44,42,640/- WFJ Yri^I WFft W& $ fcR &?I vjfnj | 

(iv) tnf^fr ^ ^tt&i czrf^TTRT ^ orraTf^T ^ ^ i 


6 ,i ^ HH’Tl*! ^«icih ^iij[ciii ^ f^ni* 10 ^rsf^V, 97 ^ 1^421 tr 3 fp% feuif&rai ^tvn^ 

v^. 97 ^ TJJTef ilf^R W 3>t ^ 3TWITto W?5cT f^TZIT 11 
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6.2 TIE \JrcKfl tel HHlt fo^n? HI Hen <Mcfl WHffl 5 97 y>t ariiflpjld 

A Hy WI trt- 5 ^ 3RJHR TRrjfl f^HT W an | 41^ ^f Hfert RarfRef 30/- W? ufeT 4t. 

yffy^tR dewi-i ynnfi yna^Hiq^i %ht «n i 

6.3 3TT*Y HS A\ vJeePUl HHT t yWTcft A yf*?H eTFTn 153/- Wn? yfeT A\.^ 

tercfraft, w^n?35/- wn?yfa 4t/ey yfr y?y^yft yn vfr 4t. yy*R n^ry ^hrt yftyRt 

itt^t an i wfrfita w u iicTl A 4t y?rft yf^ ^y cTFTcT 84/- ^nn? yfet 4t.^y fcrcft $, yryfifc 

mnn <&yet 30/— wn? wR*ft.<5y ^RjeT yR ^fT sit, tnR> hoih ^ many ^ Rmfy ^ fen? yypff «mr 
WvjfT^ I 

7. OTW HJTyTem VT 3TT^110 yRyft, 97 yft wRy foyT HHT ®TT I vify yf Rymaf ’JrTeT 

MRqgH Aft TeTO A 3TRTT, yy HUWH RJRT affaftyy A SJT, ftRTcfc 3T^TR 

♦itmrtl'ti 45 HSje<P f41«Qrt y?t 5*<iq£) VlRn<ii afRl$ ^iRtiflT RlRci yR^f y?t qmti et feRJT 
yyT i ftyftr A ijcTef yRy*y n^Tera A anRr ftyiy* 21 apwi, 98 3> stt^t srt HTHer yft w 
HiR)q>'< l ’i yft ^nninRn yR f%yT, tlil^ 'tiC^nci vj^ki+i ^nicih ^ 3u4*i 4> atTeftyj *t *n*iel yft 
yn^i ^5 ai^ix Rhcni yn ; fr$ 1 

8. 3TOHJ4 W?r A> ai-JJTR, ?*T yifayR^ *RR$ XRT.^. ^TW?r ^5 V>. (yT.) fefft&S, 

*Rrcf <iyy8i$< cjt^ afR tfuM yy RR $ fewtRro i armf^RT y?t 1 

9, HiHef A 8 98 y^ A ^ ^rgyrr anyrf^r y?r 1 Tmf^, 

^T "Hlf <4t, erf^TH HTHeT yft 3 ii4si vSTT^t *P^ ^ feT? y»y H^t R>hI 4 NI SIT, <fcfiR> H? 'W«c ft Hyr an 

Ryn^f yft arf^ryj *4Ryiv yrm ynnT anyyyy? an 1 y? f^ry wf "H^ft ^ra^yj" 

''ffl^Riy5 H^ft TOjeyr $ ^fyai A an 1 «nfa yten yt f^n? ^yef 2/- wn? yfet A\.^ afR 
fln^lvji 3RRyj ^ fen? 30/— , om{ ul?l 4t.^H y^ei <px’-i yt afiRirii yft yrry yRHi anyyyyj an, yyt% 
fH ynyf >ft ^ vmidH Re^d yyrenny at, ny^K, y?r we yr^t yt fen? ^fryt tr aiazray 
f^nnyn 

10, ^yn ateyyy ^ft ^3H^t yTet Rny^yf wzA A *mA Hiviyi^ t^ 5 y^. (mo) ferf^f A 
yna aiRRyn A ynfteT ^n, ^rRny nefrn yn?r feuiR r nt afR AM srt 
y^jyRy^Wf [araw y ?«h yiftyfi (afRtnjer) 3fR ^fyi etyv yf^ (#?^4t) yt wRryff nan burcb-^' 
RrytRw ^fWi ySt W'PR aryen-yyeft ^ <nyISld] yt *qRt ^> nyq A 4t4t€t ^f afR 'W'^yj^T mr 
Rn?yr? | 
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11.1 ^ ^TPTcTT 1 , 99 cf>t % ^FTfr 3 G 3 TCTT W 5 >IT I 

3rdM<f> tj^rlid ^ <t>l^ b l Cl<if> 3l$ld: 'tj^l YjTT affY Pl u i^l f^><41 *1*11 'FT^'W 'Cj'iql^ 

11.2 ^TPTefT 19 aPNtf, 99 ^ 3 fterfftcT 3 >t 4<5R 4* aFJfTR dWN 3fT*i)f«R1 FT^efrT 

«?KM '3b|ill TWT | 

12. 1 Tpi^, 99 3fR 19 3PT?d, 99 ^ 3TTZJlf^1rl FTpd 3 ftnfelRSfd v3c31T[ 

R«irameduw v^r ^rrcr 

(i) 3 ^ef ^TTf*TeT 1 YTlftcT 11 *P$t A g^ffcT 

cTT^fc I 

(ii) afaell 3fa 3R?3> 3TeFT-<5TcrfT Wrf $ 3fo *JePTT uTT Wdt | FT»ft 

vn->ic ydn "«r>MlT f&rcl Fitf-i d^'ni t" $ Ri<gid g? deicl ft \ 4<s^ jn?, ^RTcTT 

3?R *h-f|vJ 1 3)<4'M> ^i?HI vSTT 'Heptfl | 

(iii) *Mr£r w#r wr 3rrf§fe *rsi*mi stch ^ctt 11 ^ ^tt gr? ^rf t, are dwfa 

(iv) "wmcii^i afrwftre> wto" ^Pr amrcuu w arfatrR ^im ^g^t, arf^rer ^ift, 

*ft9> WJd tfRT 1 flaiTft *F? qfr 3T^# 11 3Rf ^rfrTWI^ 

ycTTTj ft i 5 ^ qr^Tf^maft ^ arefc^HT an Fi«pcfl %? 

(v) *K *Mtar anrrej ^i f*R ?“rm 1 1 ^r ?ftfr i are 

"wrtfis^i" f^Trag^T 11 fFifoq, 5>r W i^ a fi affc n pff r facft dTaff 5ft 

STH 3 ^BRT tfroT $ | 

(vi) 41‘5'ltTl <fftiidi us'Fci'i TJf^m^ Frefstti wifodnii ^r «4lyi ^tt i 

(vii) wg $ ^ ^ w$ (g^/^rmR/T^cd^) imf^cr 1 1 ?pft fVfa ^W rT 

^ aiRt^ | «rf^?I ?Y ?Md TRFTT3fi ^ aiHdr 11 1986 3 UTTeft 

f^m ^rt gR'qd^i afr? 9^7# aimfr 3 ?rTF 4 t ^ 4 t 1 era airere vrpm "fo feR r 

g^t" 4? w^ 'H«iltici ^fr ^ Adoiiii «rr? w «pt ^Vtt? 
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(viii) 


(ix) 

(x) 

(xi) 

(xii) 

(xiii) 

(xiv) 

(xv) 

(xvi) 
(xvii) 

(xviii) 


3R*TO WtRCH McCR ij ^ *1!?1 3HlkJ TOcl I % (ft 4R|«K 

eim TITO TORcf t | ^fT ^TTO>} 3 TRT .^. TORTTOft TfS <570 (TOO) ^ ^wR3 

f^JT $ ?I? W WTfttf TOTOTT % fa yfa&rM A TOR affc TOT^R ^ ^h? TO 

Pr4iq?ii afR TO^i-ft to faiT % i torj, faft# ^ faro $ % tor 3?r y^fa 


f*R %- ■qf^lfrnfi aTJRTR 


RRft fafaTOTT % | tfi^fqf&Tgi 


fa^ft ^ w\ % fagror tortt %, ?ra g? erfM/yfcnjffi <f> fart v3RRrofr 
Clfll % I'ilft fafafcTT * 11^1 cRI <Tg vlaixqi41 t^T %? 


faM fat Hvjig^l fa TO^ 3 vjtiqqH ^iTOcR fa 3lfaTO fa TO^ 3 fatj} TORTOlft %, TORJ 
'yicll «lfi?fa fa RTC TOT TORT t fa TRfa falTO fafaTTOT—TOfalfa TO fats} fafaj 

*1 


4 f^ratcT aRRfai fa ftp? gro fargroro % alR fanfafa aRRrofafag^tt I 

TORff TO Ug'ttR aicFf—3tRR RRldfa gpfT faro TOTcTt %1 '^cifa URT faTTOT 3fR 
^ J l*l|vji 3RRcr> TO yg'kl '1 McCl r 1 fa 3lgtjfrid Slfafat gRT ffaqr vjfTcTT ^ I 

"TOTTTOT fafa WT TO? RTTOcTT fc" TO fa*I *t TORTTO TOT ffa^R % | fafTOT TJTO 
yRT'Wtfl TOPff % TO«lfa ■‘I'TTvtT 3RRTO TflcPwff $ I TOR fat 3TO TORT fa fafafqyf 
<^l fg faRfa fa fag TOR wfafaci TOfa fact 11 

^ TOFlf ^ fcTOj TORR TOR TO»ft ^ TORRR ^ Bt TOkT 3?R ^rf^TTOt ^ f^r#5R ^ 
■•TO?! 3TcR TjtcTT ^ | 

^ TORT A ^ TOFll ^ f^ TOTTO ^ t^| 3TTOT^ TOT $ | 

f?R TOT tot4 TO^R toM 3 TO^ ^ TOTf^TO r€V ^Tcn % | TOT^T (to.^.) TOTTofr $ 
3R 7 trT i^T TOR? "ETO^JcTO TO %RTTT 6^1 cl I SJT | ^ 14 u l IcTl We^JR; 4 cpf^ 

TO? TOft^ra ^} ^RTT | ^g> TOR^l TOT TOR} TO^t ift TOR} TO f%WT ^ % | 

1992 cf> MRin ^ 3T<?1?I TOt TOfteT TOR^ ^ feRJ R?TO »T^t ^ | 

W^- RTRRIRtr TO. (TO) feTl^g TO TOTOTT % 1% TTgRfR T$> fefTJ "3T}iRaTT TO 
TOTTO FtTO" TOfT TORT TOl%TJ | ^^cTl f^Rj}cT TORT} ej?t STf^RSTT f^eTOeT ^ eRTT, ^ ^TOT 
UfRU TOR} TO^TT 11 

(TO) *RR} TRT.^. TFTRTTOft TR TO. (TO.) TOTO^ 3TTO ^ RTT Wen I 

erffJR, 'TO^cR TJoT' ^ TOg^C 3TTTOfl f^r to RTTO^T % \ 

(^) f^EI TOR}} ^ leTy 300 RTtoti TOT gRT 11 ^flTOTOeT ^ 3#?RT ?}c[ 


3813GI/99—2 
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5*?^ Rfay «pi*/T ^ foUJ 9>M *R v5IT 'titttni I 

(*t) ^ wh ^ri ^ fom w/m i 3Rn f-tyWn ^ct wj um 

(N) 1986-92 4> ??RPT ^JcT ^ an | ?I? ^ 3 WTftd faRTT 7 RJT an I 

5 ^feR, fWl ^fT T TFfef 3 vIwER 3RdT d^^FFd ^ FTOT I 


R7Tl^iq<ri«IH ijrfftlGq ^^rPT^er 

(i) "nidWTd fvJF& wr 3Rm $" EJie^Je^ uRft TR Wit TWm $ I "HF'KH imR' 

fSRn ftRH lb $ I wfr flW $ W1? $ feTIJ VZ tfRT ofR Safely 

3ri f&m fsn *ra*TT i 

(ii) "Wlf yFfrPT" ^ ^ we ^ | $?PPT Bel ft<blel4 3> fcR HFTeT 

^ cTM WPTT ufT? | ^TWf" ^ "UB'WPI TTHT^t" $ B^TOT viTR I BRFft 'HWJ^j 

^RTBtWKpftl 



(iv) 


(V) 

(vi) 


(vii) 

(viij) 


atnj^r/ro^cT 4)w^f ^ rhh $ i tr RPj,R£t Bfdi 4t4t£t 

BfdT £ I !pfT HFTeT # m njtf 44^1 % 3?R <flKT 4)flc|f&rtf 5RT ft^n vSTTcfT 1 ^ 
f^fT WT ^ fcP? cTTT^ t? 

(?f>) "gUPTR ^HIcT” ^ 4 SllftcH # | efftPT, ##^311^ ^Tel 3nr4 

f^R Btcf f I 4 TT^TT 4 t 3fR XR# ^ ^ 11 
(^Sl) 4l'rfl'Hl3TT^ 3 *IB -Hl-HcHI 3j4<P WR vJcRTT 8IT I 4)^^1311^ 3TTEIR 

iRfiM fcm ^rrai an 1% nrwT ’RmneSfa" 11 

^lf4 fl^l’Tlvrl 3RRcp Pl^jid '-f 1^1 pldl %, d^ 3Tt'?W , ?eI ^T ^IdH <pH «P^ j II I 
^ MrtlH R? cTP^^RT Tllf^V; I 

4“nM ^ srffetfrc atPRPjcr Hvir^ <^f (1986 4> <tft ftarfcr) tp:P)4lfan nn 

1RTFH ^RTl 2IT 3fR 3lTW^ ^ RTTCT ^ fcP? WdT an | 

(4Wr^r ^ m& fa^ci f4^n) i 

^ "nFRPf OTRt" ^ TJufcRH JHvjf^l ^ ^ ^Ylf^IT t, ufrf% 11 

^r $> ^th 4? 3i^fiR n^Rt” xjurir %?Rn 11 

*M€t ^ 8 i4r ^nrcTT 3fR 3RI XTRRt $ Rial ^eRfl $ 31^4dl 11 ^PT ^ 

^hpfrjf 3RR^j Wl ^RT^ M7 10 nfrRiTT cIPJ %. ^Tef «PT \J7RTI? IHTR 180 
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tfftttra % i u?«h ?m4 >^<?ei4f sm f^rr vttctt % i 4 44 f444f 

^Rfe«r»Vi 4> W8T <fl»flc£l 4 3>Rlell iimi<iln <$4 3n<pf4ti ^ % I 

(ix) g4 meigc<r» (mevj<*t> Vr 4/- 4 i/~ wf afar 7/- wj 4 9/- 

?T^> 4?l^ 4> <«ki*i) 4 3TeFT vxA ^T «t>1^ vJeel'&i f^ill J l^l % | <4^4 q'tjeft ^t4 4 

% I 

(x) 1 vgeTT#, 99 cf>1 arratftffl 4^1 'tjdqiif 4 ifafM 44M 3 NT fafa* 4 fcH? 

(i) afar(vii) 4>fen ?^*r 'gaimw' =f> 

f^fRT^apf^ | 3Tf^fT^ t I 

(xi) W] WTW 4 ffa^SMT affr4vjftoTT4^fercj35W4t| fa^T t <4 

44??faft 4 an^T 4 1992 <4 aft an?f4 4t wm ?nf4ei #4 mffaj I 3T^an 1992 4 
viz aft mfa $ fen? aa ffafcr ffaspmft ?t wpn i fen? an4 ga^i 

e 1 ' 9 T 1 l T^ll I 

TTRcfk ^slffatf ^4n ?ra 

(i) 4 ?t 4 fen? Mu arr4c( an4*<i<t> £ i afe fa 14)^1 ar?rea> $ Piiifn 4 aft4 ojjwh ancrr 
& tfr ^4 Tpr.wftcT a^rar aft%a ftm i 

(ii) af^rTa*TR^aRq44f4fll aa4af1%, Mr£t4 1986 ^T ?4 3^4 <Mfapd 4*fta>IY 
ffaai an i ?*r4 am neicn t aft^ Pifcew fanfaji 3mrfa> fan £ i 

(iii) aTeFT-3TeR Wff a*feH? UrTSH w4 44^^? ^cRIcH^dl #ft WTfa? | 

(iv) '4ar afar '^ea>' 4> ^ 'yfaiadi ?T4t rn%, ^unrein 4 4t ''ganavft" aft 

aTCTaft^l 

(v) iafta>®arcralejcf ar^ra M^jlcmi alfalfa era 
aTTCjf4a> fc)cpI'M ^ 4^4 4 3|c)fc|K U IH? aiq^^l qqeft ullfa Vlf?*? | 


4^t 4 ^NHJHfl gj. (m.) fctftts 

(i) (^) afn^er/^i ng«H *ff*ra4 ^ 4t^r wk 

MR^f4f<idi ijft mz ^4f 11 4ftM4 "us'ki-d jwfi" 4 "arfM^ arf^ f4^n 

11 f4ter "'Hi<^f4<?>" 4VituT 3 tr^> jpft ^ #Tctt 11 


(^) 4liM 4 ^4 c^Hift ^ ^ 4 ^41^ f^m 41 5^fT 44g 4 ^f4 

fcu#mi 4^r i 
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(i‘l) (3>) m W f^FfTT % I 1986 ^ ^ ftejfcl ^ cflYR g«P^H 

iN 3Je^> A ¥nft<H «?I 3TM cTT^9 A A\ Wlff £) afp? ^1 

m^e<E 3?TTflfeT^mT%l ?TT ^ aieFT A ePTT% m 

U?H vJCHH ,r 1l51 Clfll I 

0*5) ?N TTflTcR «Iel tpl %mi ^RTI $ 1 A ^ ^ ffewn ^ 

I 

(it) ^ 1986^1^^ 

ftdftaft ^jI •$[ ^TIviim I 

(iii) i986^^4^fcMt^y'WmHi vsrn? i ^ ^jeeRf 

Pt^II 4 |4)l % I 

(iv) 153/- ww trlrr 3frc 84/- yftr wn Afi ^ ^merei ?r?Tf f\i 

eft i tf i Fge A> AAv 3 «fn£ <pt^ itrin 

^tfcl ^^TtntaR^r^^^at? 

(v) **T ^R-^R "H'Jl^fr ^ 3 ^ ^tf ^RrT t? GW5RTH HJiflleRT ^ Rpfa ^ ’TT^TT 

"^faT" ^ wR % I j}T! HN'II Sl^enl tfi'tl vjTT TT^ft %? 

(Vi) 3R*ft f^upoft ^ ^fR5T 3TT^ <& 

WJ $ ^ceRS Rbt)l % | vrl'fllftb 1? T t>'3TT^1J T T3TT^ 3>T % fa <pl<lell 3lBl«P 4^Hcfl <f>MiT %, 

TH? «f>RjeI A> foR? ?t 'tiepCiT %? 

(vii) otrt%i 

ntftl 

(viii) "fli^frf4>" ^HT^f 3RR<f> % mi m GeelO $ I cHwfl 

W*1 *RSJT 13 A> ^A> gp^| ^ ^s[ | 

(ix) (?>) \j**ta*i 'Njiinem A> fafa m 3RZRR^ | Wl?t *jvSTI??I% I 

(^jf) w u ii<?fl A MRqrfn ^s«f> 41 i 51cTi ^ 

W^m?! ^TTT 3TRTRT f^TT 7 irn % f^> ^ WR % I ^T5 

"^14J<HI a u ll«?fl truilcfl ^Tf TTRR^RT^Tf^ 8ITI 41 m1cTI gTTT 

^ l <11 el til" 4 oHTRTR i|^1 '(>)'ia 3PTTRIT J |t|| | 

(x) iiRorfH w\ wiy^Hwian i i 

ep>4'^1 tpt HP+ri’l HY 'fTT^T «I<J 'Wtl 314*1 3m <f)x;*il ^T? T?T % | 5+1^ 3le1NI. 4141cTl 
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(xi) 

(xii) 


(xiii) 


(xiv) 


(xv) 

(xvi) 


^ 30/-^ WTT % I 

^¥T an f% ^ HtRtR | ^TT ftW, cR TJFfcR 

^rJ $ for? sm <rejefr afif^rjof 11 

^TRTePJ 3> f^P?Yf wfal 5NT 4t ^ "^faT” 3fr? f^pr 

w w ?t, ^t fasjfatfT ?p^tt % i 

fa) ^M^^^Wf^t%^T^#^Tljt-?n^ > cT I THT3fr7 fi^TI 

fa) Sn^eRT^ *m -^t f^RT yfWl - iJfF^cFTFTT 3fl clVil <P 11 

(^T) ^el fftrq «R vjfRT $ I ^ $<P*R q>f cTFm 3FpRSJ t £ | 

tf u llofl # yRq^’i ^ ^Tfef mc<je<p 7/— WP? «JT I ^Rilrfa ^ ^ ZT? 7/- ^TT 

^STI ET? *THR fl^faPRl % fa ?*fa yf^rap ^ ^JTRT ^ ^ ^5TY°T ETT^^P ^ ^ft 

| cFmTNTTTf^ref^ | 

fa) 'arf^m 3PTTTOZf^> ^3^ ^ I f^fr ^fr ^r^rer 

ariSNtaqftfarfa^l i ^TRm^3fn?^r^3iTfr^ftt i 

fa) | zj^t 1^1400 

*T^f *pnn?te ijsr i i 

^rfeR, fa# # rm w\ faa^ra ^ ^pjf -$ fa^ zrfc aimw #, 

F# fa?R A vjfT% tr fatfr # 3TTOfaT # WP# 

t? 

fa) wr^%rR3rMw *rrnf^^1cr<i3oo Eqfafal *pt arfaf^r 

tjcT 1 1 5*j(cR "3ifa$ta" ^ fc #c^j 'zp# % 1 ??Tfa?, fa# 3 ft 
y^R^’r"f%f^R*Tvgfr' 1 

fa) W^R^^3nEn?-WI^3TT«^%f%^W^^3n^WT^t 
%i ^r ^Tei ^ini £# ##£1 ^r ito# *tf# 3 m # "m^" t\ 
W#t I viTmT | 

'Hdie eft % | ZTF <£l<^*l4) ^ Hilt|ef>K % f^T ^T T 7!T<^ ^ eRP? T P? JR# 
^ <TT ^#T $ fa? 1992 % 3TFt $ fa? <PT^rT^ ^r? f | 

fa) | 

fa) wi % ^7 'y?^R WTT $ 'w m>* f^rnr' wf^ ^t ^ 1 i|fa, m 

yic«Eicq> ^ TTTf^rcT #, 3R m m wexn % 'En^jcsr 
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Or) Re¥j^ft#3 33*j^*ft3nffter£i 

fa) i 

fa.) '<?&} f%W' ftt 33R 3 3ITHT % | 34 fftREJ 33 40 TTf?T?TcT jftH ^Je3> 4) fc^? $ I 

3tFft 3'qc?l 33 ^IdM fafts^TWI f<fr3T T5TT ^gT % J 

fa) R3^ft3& 1986 3*3T3 33R3tf f^3^Bft^WTWttn>TTcft, HTY 

erft3fR^3 33TmTY¥lllftd 11 ^e/3JT3T 3) TTT2I 3T3Rft 3$ | 

m 3£T^? 3T3>? faffing 

(i) bh *Rrft ^Kisri'fi ^ 3*o (uto) fetfft£5 ft*? r? sr^teft 33 tr4h 
3*ftt i 

(ii) 3ft^iRftR992-3^3T3feftt3nfft^3Rm$?ftB3itf^ffc3Tf^3TTO^ 

13. vj3eisj ft3>TST 3* 3TWR TR, ^Ff HTHef 3ft 3343T^t 4) ^RH ^9RT 3TT33)Rt 3ft TRTTfTT 3* 
ft 3fR WU SJJH ftft ^ ^ HFTel ^Rfl ^ 3FT3<ff ftYRTOft ft ^fcSTfafl 3PpTR fft3elft?T 

11 ftw ft, ^ wwvi 3* Pmefi 3) fen? ^fwrf^m ^Rrr^jft 3 ft xqftt arjsR-1 ^ wj ft 
fteTRt i 

14. HRet 3ft sffolTC 3lR 3ft M $ I fftfftR 3Sffifi/3 M43>el|ifl ft ft ftfa fl fftft-R g^cf 

t^3RT8f ^TFTft 3TR? % I 3ftj, iJoTcT: 3T3ft 33 fftxfa \3t*fcR RRTeKJ 3* 3TTft3T 4> *TTC OflY 

fft333T^3> ft3ftft fftnTrxmRBRn ftm ^rsem ^ihitcTO *rtyt R4?t f^n rut t, RpR fteifon 
ft ^pft HBcRjft ftfarc 'g3TT3vft' 33 3 Bo£BRT, 3? 3FRT tfRT vft 3R STTfftcT t 3B 'ft3T' 3* fe3? 
'1^' 13ft? Il4l3ni 3Y '3>ft Hlft | TWf ft, 3?Je3> 3ft W3R 3ft 31^ ft3T 3) fe3? ft^SRT bRt 

'Snft vpoqft 3RT 3flY ^^iticni ft 3T^53 3T3T vSTHTT ftRI 3T3fft 3Rj3ftf fRnmft ft $TT Rftfa RR 3? 
E3T3 4ft 33 yrnrr fft3T ^1,3! BFRT iftm % 3<?R 3ft f&lfft ft 3333 ft ft Relief 3ft TTCafT 
RTC3T ft*F3 3# 11 aiMglR^cll 3) fftfft^T 3fk 3T^I 3TFTTC3 TIWl3ft # TT^ft ft, 3ITEn^T 
31^^3)0134 (fft?l335Y 4lfft3l 3ft? ^3TT3) Wfcl<if^?T oZ^fR TT3l?lcl) 3ft HHT 3TPTT ^RT | vJSIB^I 
3^ feP?, HTHel ft '3T3T3) UB'WlH' ftf H«ift)n 4lift<ft ft WlfftcT «lfft3) «33BRt 33 63R T^SRT BRl | 
^f4), 3HR3) 3^ 3RTRT3 ft He«l$ ^t H3)«ft %, 3R3f^3) "ft 3Tft^lcT/cRT3 ^rfftqft ft ftt cZJTW 
3C3 <p ift <13)<ft t I 37^, 3oR 3ft 3ldl3l0 ft 3>1^3 3gfcCl4i 3^ 3RTTR 334 37RT ^RT 3fR Sftft 

ft 3ftft33 3Y Affft3J 3cf 3ft 33T^ ^QHT lft3T I STT33 3R°TR 3>ftt-33ft 

3#?T3/ Pl%>3 9ffft3ft 3ft BTftf I foft 3lf^3/fft%3 Rft3ft 3ft cfFT3 3ft eRRT 3^ 3 34R 
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ft wrfftd3R3TftTnr, 3*T335 fa?ft^$3 '^an^jt' ftfaq^m3ft wx\ om*sm ftTfttarftfttaR3ftt 
^'tsldi I 

15.1 ftftf# ft 3T3T fa3T % fa 'gaiT3ft' 33 fa^rm ^T 3T«J ft ^ ft fa 1986-<£f 33 (35/- W[ 
flfa % c^t) afR 1986-333 3^ (30/- wj ftft ftto 33 ) ftiftf ft 3 rJ ft arRififa anRfa W33T 
snfftd % fa 3R3fa5 erpift 3 *w. 153 /- wj yftr ftto 33 afR 84/- ^sim? yf?r % 33 «ft 1 

ft ^1 *r mR^chI ft ®zfr^ ft Pi<t3ft *r ft 1 3ftj, ^«ti^ 3 ? ft fa 

vHftl ^331 RJRft ft&d ft[ 3# ftt 3^ ftl I 3RR 3S ftt 3T3 falT 3TR fa WTfa «J«USW 3RT3 RRFT 
fteTFTCT MR3>dft ft^ft ^ 3ft ^33T RJRft ft^eT 3>I ftft 3ft 3TftSTT 3ftt 3R3T, 3S vJrft'Uft^ ft fa 
ft^ 3 ft 3rrfft3> w3R3?c£ 3 ft ^fj33t 3353 # ftWftti 3 *tt ft 3 ?we3ftt ft fafaFift,fan 
HTfac&R *R afR fafT aTTETR TR TRR35 3313R 35/- WR tffft ftlO 33 afR 33ft 3T3 30/- 3R? 
3faftto333Rfa3TI 3FR ?ft *|3 ft 3T3et ft 3R ft URJlfad fam uMI ft ft fa# ftt 3? *R 33ft 
fa? 31 <£(131 3ftf RftRjR 3ftt ft, ft# ^3 ft &3lfa3>R 33 3#T 3ftt fa3T ^RJT % | ZT5 3R33 ft 
3RTTEIRR ft afR ?3 9 rJ ft 3* 3T3ft 3$t 3RT1ETRR fal33T % I faj, ?3 313ft ft f3ft ^3RT 3R3T$ 
M ftften 3 ft fftfa ft fa? aifar faftfar ft 3? 3S3£3 §ft 333 3ftt ft 33>m i 

15.2 *RRf 3KMlftl TR^g 3ftft (TIT.) fftfft&3 ft 3131 fa3I % fa 3# wff ft U^H ft fa? TOR 

3£3R1 ail^Rfl aiPfat ft fa? y^RRT 33lft ft 31T3 333 arafa ^ ^RRT T1RRT ^RT '^**(lcl' wPfat tr 
fa? ^R m ^ arfifa eft, vjfr ^FT cT«? ^)T #efTr1<t) aft fa ftfanj wftfa ^T ^ 3lfa?R ^t «IT | 
^TRRT CRT Tjoftn if ^ ^FfT H«Jn EfRft m 3T^tET fa^TT W «1T, ^fa «fT^I xjrh afR 

ifRm ft TJSRj arfa^ - cTRRd ^Td«T ^ ^ I vj|*|fa, W ft ^ #ff ^ 3TR11.92 ^nR 

afR viFfT ft enfa 0.63 ^Rfa WR 3ft uRRRft \3^fft W fa cZRf 35T affa^T ft^TT oFR^lft 
fftlT FKfl’fa 3?t eR5T ?fWf ft ftwilRn ft | ^Ff RJWRT ^ 3RTT3 ft UlRl<MU| ^ feR ft^FRf ^TRRPft 
T?TFg 3T0 (UTO) (elRcl'S ^3RT ^T^Tftfa 3ffa?R ar«RT Pi fa? 3 ^fPfa ^ ^T, 3ft 'FldJdl ^faR 3R3T 
#13 ft I fftR #, 3RT ^TRef ft F# ^3RT 3RRft 3ft ft^8TT 3ft fftf^T ^ fcR 3tfft3 faefal ft 3? 
3^3 #KT 3RcTT 3ftt TgT ft | 

16. 3FFT ft ftRftfa 3RR3) afR apfa 3ft3ef 3^ US'trH ^ #3 ftftft^t ^3RT 3R3R ^R faft^ 1 ^ 

^ 3R ft 335 33T3T 33TI ft^Rf TRTO^O ^RTcfftt R^S WO (3T0) faPfag ft 3f 33> 

fft3T fa ftRft HIHefi ft !illPld JT3TeH 33T3 ft, 33^ 3IR34 vjH 3> WT ft d J ll3l 33T U$'WH 

33R 3f3 PfR ft, vj^fa 3F ftRftfa aRR3> ft fa? 30/- WJ ftfto ftt033 ft afR cpfa ftRlft ft 
fa? 3T5T 2/- W? 3fft fttO 33 ft I ftftft ft ^FT rift ft FH3 fa 3RH 33 33Je35 "faft 3T3T3RT 
3R RT3RTT ft" ^Ffft 3TWR m ftnT ft, ^FT33 W«ft3RR 1RT ft I 3ft 3ft 33>3TTf3*T3Tft afR ft^Rf 
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^TRTP>ff PTO (PTO) felft&S ^PRT 5 m H# ^ ^ncr 3lfapl «jepqH ^ PIRR «I*feI PfrPcTT 
?TP \3WT PPJeP* ^ ptm ?“FfT, I^IT PPT 11 41 m 1^1 3TTEIR PP fa Pf^ PRft PP PFRR 
Rc^d *Jd%I P# 13fR fa# # PTPeT A vJwIdP RIRIePI PP 3lfa?T srfd PrRet P* mRI ftcPjd 
pftf cJeTPT P# !PM ( 8l4cT P>lPel ^ TTPfal P?T$ erRP-PWx 0 ! #RT m? f^dP£eT 3lPltw<j) Y?T 
% I tfPM P* pTRd pft #flSTT P^P?tPTT W#, vrUllfa p4 1986 3 Pt3 P* feP? 3IP# P^'tjtfl 
faq# A *RR$ mRTPT# T™^ pro (yTO) ferfifas ^PRT Pel fan PPT A. 4l4)41 ^t^fPP PlfRR H u llefl A 
mRp<{h eTP^PR^ PP U'WIIP PR^t TTPP pftPet PP vJ<l^°T fam SIT I Tfl% P£F5 # ?t P? P# mm mi 
Wffl fa P^Tpf PRlf ^ TJ^'WH PPRf A ?cl# faRPT P> feP? fafTTP ’R5PT pfpfl P^t %FTT, PIP PTlftet 
UKIeH ReP ^oT TTPH $1 *M€t A 3RT W# ^ PmTPTP A> falj uRlWlf P* W1 (stfel) 
y^RHmrT^^f^3TTto wmir^t^mvii^ni ptt pefag pp# fii R'tiqRi q?r#qTpftp>p 
pr^t# pippft%i ij?icR)%3 pr anRfa wm p?t3 ttpypprtph# eft pttp, Rr# 
cfFici A> afR wjtpp fam aftfaRj 3 tptp A 28/- wj qfa #opp mi otr pfap mfa^r p& 
ptpt pit mpRT i Rr#, mR tNmip> ( 2 ) A palled 'ffc' pR 3 4l4i<?i # pR p> ptpR 3 fam %. 

ptpR A ?pR ^prt 3tppR mften P?f Rfa p* 3ifcR RpRpr 3 m? mrnr ^ ^t 

mKTT 1 

#4RlrT #mi 1 ^ mrm #rm f% mm m^et ^r ^tm mpm ^ mR^ch $ fep? <fi4l<9 ^rt 
OTm^’^mmeft^cT3fR't<fl^i4%m^i mFg?T:.f^wi A> ^i^r^ fen? 

^ ^et % 1 5 *# FMn. w m?n 'atmmi u^'WH ^rm' (ofrqmrm) % \ 3fr ^tt 1 
3tmm> u^fcR Tj°f mrnci 45met ^mftm 3PRm ^ m^t ^fi ^icft vjipfr mf^?? mf 1976 

A iiiRw 3PRm y^«H trri (immtwft) <9ft mrcnmn ^ tj4 p^rr A efrs-3RRm 
drift'd sit 1 ttszi mt df? sraw mt mpw iKjwi srfom dPM mi f^RTT mmf 

F5t^T dT TTPRT 4ftM 3RRP> P^R STftm P?t dFRT p5t PR^t ^r efte 3W?m pff 

^ tfl^ pn Tipf TW PR^t A Wt %, mfT^f P? WT ^ iliR)P> 3RRPJ PT^RR WR P?t 
TRSITPm ^ PTP 3RRP> U$>kH df^TP) P^t P>ff dFTcT eft? 3RRm P>f -HH j4Rm P# pft M % I ^ 
flpf ppaflfteij '<H'<!eK1l>i4d 7 frPYP^t% I 3FR P?^RR p) m^fPRR P^ PTP 3TPW ^t ^tmdFIct 

RtPPef 4f Pt aft, rft ^fT mmp <Mtd 31^ 3> H\Ho\ A TO <jffepfRT PPt P^t 3PRTPT PPT SIT, PIP 
'P^RtR' PTT pRRPTRtcP PRTeft A P^ 1986 P^ pRp#P A> PIP Rlpfpprd ^PRT arf^P^R f^RT PPT 

an? 
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18. 3TT^fa:, A efTg 3PR7f5 31^1 3TO <& FFTet 3 Wlf $ U$kH 3?t JRIfeft 3 

LlRcl^H # 3tRt?Tt1 in? SjRffi # elFm Tfft ^tR SCPT 4? *TFT ^ A (#HRJe<t) 4> f^TTC $ 

feH? TjytrT: 3R4l^jcf *T^t feh^ETT ^RTT %) 4crH ^qKl H^'Wl’l Rn? "m? ^Pjpf wnf ^ fen? eTFJ^ f«bi|l v3RTf 
tnR>? | fpjTft, cqqsK q?f 3nETR*Jcf qi'ttifaq^ciiafi afR jRT rPZJ f% eft? 3PJW 'tlfikl ^nft 

aiqWi $ uljW'l 7& fell? aiq*<l> ^)R|q> 0, 4<scf ^ 5 4 H'^ 71-4 ft, ^TPTcf ft ^fftf 3iqWl 

(#* 3PR3> ^rf%rT) 3> fen? ^TT3* cfR m 3W UtJ«H *ffft^ Tfft WRT PFHT #TO 3fktfR|<1 
^PTTI 

19. wRp? 5 einn ftftf£f?r ’TFT ^ fftEfftm ^>7 wft arf£fa> ^faci ci^qn Rr^fj^tr ^pti: 

(i) adftcpl ^eT 'ttWl (—) ?T£ u^wi STfft^j = 3PR?> WeRcR arfft?* (*iq>el) | 

(ii) 3PR*P U$>WH SfRffi (WeT)(-)3 FtR- 4 Rq 4ftf q tffft«F = 3PR<F W$>KH 8Tfft3> (Rnrer) 

(iii) 3 fiw ii^wh *Tfftsy (Rraer) (-) f%ftf RRra arow ft> fen? cRm *rfft«F = 3rf§tfra 

(iv) Rb'tfl f^m 3 pr^> fen? ftnici afRPft enqn flqicfl 7 jft anff^ «ft fen? 'fiftfSpr 3PR<f *r 

w ?Rtt afR ctf 3?r 3n?RT <& fen? vRPfft rfft 73 nre (iii) ft arM^f *Rra> <*ft 
eimn ft ufp$t vfli^Tl I 

(v) '3ff§VlY ennn ^ fen?^njyf aiqw qmiqm *R efP^cp'tql TRTT | 

20.1 PFTeT ft ?*T ftteeft 3T^fM (aprfq; 1986-92 afR wm: 1992-99) er et>l4«IH?l 3R 
%. fft ^3 offset <3F yft“FT ^Rft ft *RW-^ffc gn eTFf % I ^FT?RriR^f ''HMqRq^V' ^ aTTETR 

7R «pi4 ^t eiFT ?f tienai % 'a?Ri<pl ^5f 'ti<stn' tr -f^l i 3FR ?^f ^ff wn' ^=trt w4 

cp'Mi % fft "5^f '?fnf anq^qepai' ^5t *iiqqi eVn. Rt 'ff4Rf?T apR^j R M? Tff^j ^TT | 

^FnPIT ^r ^R% ^ fen? ?*T R^ ^ vdMeW 'qi'ttlftw 7 tRi' $ 4 "FH^Rti" 4) 3TTETR TR 

?ypf^R^rf I etc^ im'ieiq7 ^rtR fEifRtf ^arpnifRr^rm^^nffn?Rn i 

20.2 TJWrTH T^mnePI ^ 1986-92 3T^f ^ fen? HIHefT PlMei^l ^T f^P??T f^qi 11 n% 

1992 —amRr ^ fen? ^ ^ nwn %. Rr# fen? mf?4i ^f arrem^i 

prpnePT ^ Tjepn tjiRkdi qiRyd ^?r % i Tjf fftrt wn wm Rrtei tt^t ^3tt % i ^fp£ 1986-92 

araRi ^ «4&a ^ ^ ^ cpt anjFM % 1 ?FRt ^pi 3, ^nf 1986-92 amfSf 

fen? anFm? v?Fl $ fen? ai^viRici ^ff^ei gn yEfFT ^RePmjfo 1992-99 araRr fen? 4t 

%?n en WU %, <wlR> ^?T 4t WTf-^fe q7T eTPT ’fRFT ^ ^PcTO ?RTT | 4^ef 1992-TRW 


3813 GI/99—3 
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aryRr y> Re? b 3 Ry yy% yRt arR?r y> array 3 ^ y> Re? yray> yft£ arRyr yifty 

^tt w^yn y# %rm i ^fTT iri y? Ryyr y? ^g?yy f^rr wi $ R? y 4 1992-99 yft 3 iyRr y* Re? 

f^IK yft ^ B^T *TT*Tet $> WTy1999 3TCT?H 317^ ^ 3 fryeRT vm WtfT % I 

20.3 ^T'tl+l'Eqi <$ 1999-yyyyPtWTyyTt I WJ, ^ A B^FT ^TFTef 3 

anr^ ^ Re? ar^iRm *ffeei yy>RT ^ wfpfr y^f ^rra 1 % "wr-^ffe" yy cim \3Md*i y^t 

ClEI I ?r^f *f. B*T "yFElfty#" # aTTEIR *R y>l 4 y^t ER TT^, B*T y?[ Wsm" R 

an^R ra? wJ yRra Rrar, yfr <jfeepH R arraR yPr ti qR<iffid yR 4 rar i iRcj 1999-yyy y?t TTH'RJi 
$> 3TfSr^ dRel bR[ yft WTyyi y# %, WiR> 'arR^TT 3TT^T *rfty?i yft y?R TTFSTT 3 rffa RNMcJ i> 

WEFTOR HMqSly BtyT | yB #M ^ feH? WEfREff y>T an^T ^TT TReT «RT ^TT | 4EM 

i> fen? ^tr Rgrfri yft * 4 Wix yRra ^ am rayy stra ffr arerera yfr is Re? Pmfny>af 

3 dto arftyPi yfr arten y^t BRft 1 b^ trawi, <M<£l afR/aryyT ^yRy mRWi 4 > Re? 
$> Crafty ftyfay y* Re? yyr wfcn raira wi Btra yiRy 1 dy^FiK, yifayRR tewet 
arpiRw yRra yi&ra 1 yy yy* *i j H<iti: bhR *tfeci (y 4 1999 yy* ara?n) $ 3 ejftr RwrcPt ^ 

'SII'WiRct) 7 tRt' gJT 3EHMI ^1WT ^ | 

21. UER ^3TTy to W t, TETEm 4> <Et Bd Rrm viTT Mffl 11 R5Y^t, mRwr4) 

Re? ^Ff yRftCT ^ ftw 4? Re? ^e? yy ^5 ar^j tp? ezih ^tt 3pto bEet i w aiRr^ 

t-- 

(i) ^ 4 WW^Rn?ar^ar^-ai^"#E'^s^any^yyjt? 

% we Rnn t f% aEuw-yp? ^ wRe % 1 1 b^Re?, akm: hi% vsrRr 

ytm ^yer ^r gwi ^Rrit t - 3l.t?ertfr. ^#r^. afr A y^H ^yrFi ^Ryj t, $ 
arfriRtm araw afR ee y^y I araw ub^h ^ w 

am w ticcf)>< 100 ^r yR ?t yntfr % 1 ^tt ?Rr y^ aiRm) ^Rti^ wf 4 > 
yiRfwy $> Re? amw y^yy *rfty> afR ye-y^ery ^Ryy $ Reray 
^ sfRt m ifR yrR ^ yi«iR<r> w ^ aiNKy^di y^t % 1 
wy-tftyT $ iftrR 4 t<M $ am% R 4 a> y^ Ret^R ^ Re? yn wftt % 1 

(«) "arRRry «Ry>" y>t 'HH'Hji yry ^1 yR wrai t. yr^yreyRy? ym A Ryft 

is flrRyPf yy y^r ^t Ryp t? 

4 WMt yy arRyty aiRy> y?f ww yy y 4 1986-92 yPt aryRf if umRra t. ym yPf^ 

'yr? 4 e ^yt' Rbihm y# ay 1 hi§ 4 c ^ot y 4 1994 i Rr^ wi ^eyRra §an ey 1 wRe?, 

^fi yiMei i> yytyry is Re?. B^Fryy Tra4 ^yr R^d tf\ Ttyn y^t bRe i 
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Mft 4t TfHct 4 'flT^ TJet' PRFT RTRT ^TRT M W vSTIcTT I *T? 3R5 vjlBl^t 
^TRT af^vfaRT 3fR Wtufeia T J?f ^ I 

(Hi) 4PM A *rfWi TT4MM<4in44*raMfc. M4> ^rorr A Md<M ^rm 

aPtffTT ^Tift aft afR f^rfenf PP'tfl Tfi\ ’TFT’Tift «ft 

4PM4"*JMM<j4 «m4M 4* 4P^ FH 34 M ^FTTI FP *J^4 3^ 4kTR fnR 
*mr4T4 <M4«mft4> cfRFT ^3 ftt ^Fn % i 

m <RR$ 'HKIcrpft ^ ^0 (TJTO) ferfMs 3 ’TPTeTT t f% Mt *rM nft rFfpft 

3t4stt M a?t, wr ^5 ^r4t ^trt Mn -^fit an i 4l41<Tl ^nrer qiwq 3 ^ 
aiM Mr 4 t tr tarn M Mn 3 fr tarn 4 t Mr ’Fn rfr 

MWeT XR ^ SfM ^TfteFT M §3TT | <s|u^ if 4PM 4 n? cRlft 4tfeP?f4> 

4& ’tjfrh’ TFfrvjpfi 4> M *rf*Pf> 'M4' f? vsrm >hihm n^r t. ar^i w4r ^t 
^tfrt M11 4PM 4 *Rrtf ^rtM tff 3io (tito) ferfMg 3 arw ^ra?r 3fR ^r 
wn^r^0’ri j iM^ ^TrfM^tfry^Mrfc I anM^crM 44^3*4^^44 
44 HHW^ ^44 ^rr f4^t M 3R ^tM, 4* ^t 4 n4 ^tRvjt ^r 4 n?r M ^41, 
USM 1 ! t?M ^TRT tlRclto ^ 3*T ’TlRen ft ^fFT^TT 11 TTTMRR *TF5t 

arM^R^T ^4 ?4WR ep'i-ll 3?R 414lcfl ^TRT H'ftjd f4f^l°c ePGT^SJ 'TTTOT ^4 3TeFT '('iSII 
*ReT M ft W11 n? 4t SUFT 4 WIM1% W^Fft xnng ^0 (TTTO) fePMs 

4 44t (n*f§m wt A) *rMr 4r '3iPicii4 afR araiffecr 4> f4w ^44 arnM M 
v3^t 4 ar«T4T Mter Trars M Mrr an i Tjcp ^ arMr 4 4^ *n*iei «nt 

^T: ^TeFT 4t#I#TR Wrt. Mn W1 A f4f$ne eR3«rar ^TTCT 

arateHT ^r 4 ^RcFTT^cp ^RTm M Mn vstt wm i 

Fff nf^TCT A. Tif 4t T3c^oM t f4) 4PM mA tj^t 4 f^r^ ^ #m, anR^R, 
'qiwPta a-iicfr 4> arM U«ja ^Rtm ^ l ^R qffia nRl^ifctq'i 4 afR 4PMf ^rt 
TR gn ^«rt 4^34 §q ?Pt 4PM 4r ?t 4 «Pt M^tr ^r 4 ^ nar 4 f4M Mt?r 
*M i arwR ^r vj^<r^j$im Mt ’wr '^'gd' ul4mf4a Mn ’mr 41 

(iv) ufl Mft M A wnft ar^rwr afR 3Tf4-RM t, ^T ^ ^ 4^ M 

ara^Tw f4> f?nj4 tptr ^ ^ 4 , ?r4f ^ 

4gt 'jtRt sjc^r «n4 4 ^ i 4 Pt f4PP^r *i4t 4 aim uqf^ld f^RTT t rit ^ — 

(^) 'TTf'Wd TFTR' A Mwi (#^T ^5 ^T%T) 9TlP^T 4 I 

(«) ETRi^ A 4t^T?Jc^^ET^f4M4 ( afR 
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(y) yaj 1%YFTT TTHR yy 40 yfftTTtf fty ^JR?) ft foTT? HHT W % 

(yy) y? TTRT ft fft ftTTT yft ft HPT ft 'HpHfelCl % 'US’kH OTR* ft yyyyR f^RRT 

yyffter ft i yftj ylftfe m ’ft fftf^e yRftt % fft mrm yyyy> y? fftfty yftyT fft 
ftyyfefly 3RIW ft 'y*Tyy' ft ffty fftTT ftt 3TT<Ryyyfl ftftt I $TT yftftffy ft 

ftftftt ft y? yft fftyr % fft fty ftl yaf yy Tjy> 3Tfft^T ’TFT TfHT W ft, ?yift ftft? yftt % 
ftyftfar 3FTT3) ft) up'Wih ft) feR fty ftf arftay ftFft ft. wtftttt wftw yy fft^yyftfy 
fftfty TJTT ’TFTef ft Iftc^cT 3Tft%T yftt ft 3?R ^TffeE? ’JjFT ^cft ftf ftyfttR 3FTP?) ft) 
feR "UC^FT WT yy ’TFT y^ftf yftt ’TRT W ft I 

(*0 fty yj?y> m TT^) YTlfftcT yRft tTR^cy) ft yft ft arycfFTET yft 1971 ft 
ftyjy 4/— WN yfft fttOcFT ft) TFTR ft ftftfft'd ft TTyft ft fftyT yyi ft I y?t y? 
GeftaftR ft fft yft y^T TF! 5TT 3TFf)ft yy FTRRR -afty Tftt ftcTT I yftj aTTyR-ft ftt 
fftfftse yRft ITRFT yy TR) 3li(llfty) TFT ay fftyft fty YfR3) Sllfftd «TT I TTFRyTtf. yft 
1985 ft Hie^c^) ftf 4/- tffft fttO cRT ft yyiyR 7/- ftft fttO cRT yR fftyT 
■WaTTI yft *jy: yft ft Hiy ft t|c±yrc|K 3TFf)^T ftfftrT yftt fftyT T RTT ?TT 3fk ’TSc^Tjft RTf 
ft T?ft ft TTTR 3Tmffty> yyRT yftt ftRTT W ay I yft 1986 ft eTFJTlFmy W^lloft ft 
yftyfty ft) yrFTKT yft 1992 ft trt afR ftftFH fftyT y^T an, ary ttr^T) 7/- yfft 
fttOcFi ft y^RR 9/- wry yfft ftto^y afR 1995 ft «t^ftr 9.90 trrj yfft fttoyy yR 
fftyT yyT an 1 ?y arcwft m ^y: y? ynfft ft^ fery fft) ^y ?py) vnfftcT fftrm yyr ay, 
oTFTnt yy fftyftpRT fftf^ee yRft fy yftft aiiciRy^ yy yftt ay 1 yryfft), ftftftftT amft ?rr 
yrftyrift) yayar^Rjftri yieyjyy) ay afR ’$fty ^cyr' ary Tyy^cy) yy yFi y^t ay, 

yft y^e yRft ft^ fery yay yy rpt ^eyft yft fft yR tiwt t. y? ftr yTyyr ftFn fftr ^tt 
army fft> 'ft>y Tjoyr' yn fi^RTT yftt ^yT (araitq ijft czryrey. yry yic^<?y) 4/~ 

■W yfft ftroyy iftyy fftRT yyr ay, yft Tiyyy yRft ft) yft ft fftyxRT) ft^ 
^y> araryT arfdRy) yy ft yft| fftf^ye Tscftnsf y# ay 1 ?tt araj ft ?tt yy ftftg yy 
yyy ftrajy twr wt ro tf^tt t, f^Rryft atffty fftyyn ft) feR 3yft Rty yRft yft 
arryyyyRTT ftFft 1 yilftyr^i ft> Iftry ftFM ft Iftr "yry^y)" ?tt ymft ft 
fty%T yftt ft, yfttlft y ft ftrrft yRNift ^ ft. (uto) ferfftft^ afty ftyrft 
yiyy^T^y yr^y ferfftfts (ayyftft) ft RiyiFR ft yryyjcy) y?r yyrft m yft fftyr 3?R y 
ft yyyy^ ft\ yyfftR yRft rfjtcr ft ftrf anftyi yrfftr fftyT ay, ft yyFy ftyy yRyT 
ftyy yft §3 tt ft 1 y?c?yjft ym ft, yft yy> fft Ry ft^yft ft fftfty yry ft yie^jcy) yy 
RTTwrft ytft, ftftft ft irt ayeyy yy ftfiyT yyry yRft ft yyr yR fftyr fft ftwrft ?yr 
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yiyftftyFTft Mlft^^^MftR M#yR wm\ ?*rft yRT ft# ^^5^ ftl yMRT 
0# %tj yity y># yft ftl 4 *nft % l 

(y) y?Wy%#yaSfftMyyM?ft40y1ft^ft'ftyigeft ?TTfftR%l ^'WWT 

3?R 'HT^c^>' ft ftftl 3 w vft W MI#, ft( #Sft ?ft 3Tf#f MT ft WT#T Mft 

yrgrynwRTfft'ftyyjcy)' ft #ylftyyi^yftyftf arffcyrfftrafti 

y# ?3T g^ft TRyefftflT MS ftM ft) MRft ft ^T f^TR 'U^FCR B’TR' ft yft ft ft, 
# \jftTT yift WT My ft aifftftVg# ft 1 'fty ^JeM MT yRM jRlfeR yfty yR My ft, 
yftfft eRWR fftfR ft yft ft yftfe 'yfMR MTR ft yilfftel ft! # ft I MtJ trRTT MR 

(m) ft we ft)TTT My ft, y? #t M?T \jTT WTM ftl ftyft# aTMM ft W# ft "WMT 

y*nr ft w? ft 'fty sjeft RTfftR % i 5# ftoift §r $rt Reft ft ?yft ^eirt m^i M 
#f|ffl#f^ft#ftyfft?ftyRft^RyftTR^fftyy yyftTMTyfttft | ?R[fteifftft 
yft ftM Tjcfrsre ft y? #?Riyi an wm % fft w$ *fti«rc> ft mm *m wtmt t 
ft yeftt ft yrt ft #$ir fteift arwe ft 3fR ft## ft fcR se R*rft ftt am? 
yRM afR ft># ftr arwecTi ftt yRft ft ftry ayynyM ewycMy yyftyift wi 
3TTMMf) ftm I 

X 

(V) Mn ## HT^T #ft tRTT# ft S^R 3# ft MIMl EIR^cM ft fttft MR# fty P 

ft## ft ###) MT ft arjFTR yft 1971 ft ft#? ### aTMM M 4/- MR yft 
fttQMT ft 'Uld^c^)' ft ## RT^T #ft Ml#, RR eft afR fty OTK ft feR 1.78 MR 
MT ERR TTlftcS ay, 3?R 3RR MFT MTT# ^T MT# #t ftMT MIT 2IT ft TjRy y^T> 3 
UMS ftw MIT SIT. 1.78 MR yft ftOMT MF% # 1 M4 'EMRJe^' # ^ 1985 

A 7/- mm? yft #0 mt y^py My ay, ^ # 1.80 MR yft #omt wftftcT ftny 

My ay I wltTl CHIP’S #ft U u llcTi # 1986 ^( H^R vjfft «IR t|ic!yc<r> # M 7/— 

mtr yft #omt uii'£l y# y^ afR eft ticiiy •a^l mu ay i ftyft ynyry# r^s yro (tjto) 
ftrftft-g ft Mf) fftyT t ft) ft y^, 1986 ^ yie yft aryft ft> ftR tirM(joy> ft yyiftr/ue ftr 
w^r t. My ## RT?y yft Mil# fr #y^afti ft## ft Ry gy[ft yy y? y^Bft 
ftftd ft yi % ft> y? ?y yyftyrftftt yft ftfty ft yriR %, yfttft) ^yryy ecftei eMiRRT ft 
aTTftftT ft yft ftrciT mii ft i fteift) mm My t, ft## yryft yft yrie 

yR #y ayyMR) eyyRRyy) yy#T^ yR eyTeT % i 

x MRisy ■gMy % arrorr yr, yr y# w er ftfi w mm ftnft MW# ft? 
fto # ynr# ftr urn ^pftnr t? ft ftrftMi *ft ni ft aw?r mtt yrr ft yf ^ i 
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(lx) ^qt Airffo ar*Rq> $ fen? 'ftsRnr Wi #. toi «r*fcr q> $ fa^nq 

qft wi^ ^ fcFJ q^ *fftq> torn q^t farm w $? 

Tftxft^t ^qRT ^ q>t qqfqi ^>4 ¥llRlc1 fim ^TRT WT 4TT ’flu'll 1 1 vrRTT 4t4t€t 
^qNT ^fcT farqT Wf t, ?q qRft wff q? M6WH 3 qftf ^ ^ ^ % I qRft FTFel ^ 
ftcrq qqjq fan? qn^ tl ^q#3T 3Fr?q> ^ qiHei ^ xrm anlci qftnef ^ 

q* feTq ql^R^ ftvtff wftqft q>t eTTRTI ^WT £ | 

(X) ytT l cft 4 qtf 1986 q* M^tfH q>T ajftqiq 4lflqRl45 q>t ^T tHTH W 1 ®fl, viqft> 9Ktl4 

filqflfl qw f^n T mT «n 

■^3 qft ^T fifceFRT ^ q£tf qget ^ fix I ill 4>1 4 *llf*le1 f^IT ^TT ^44 11 W 
gRTOSft qft tfl^X, fvjRqSt (XTHTfaq) vJ4*mirHct> 9)|^4T^ foq <f|iftcTl ^4RT 3TPl 
v5Tm q?t arttSTT eft, M? 1 # 9> 3RI 3fR 3TraTX^ 4l'W^4)r1l33l qqRT ?c3 

faq qq qtffa tflcl I, qft 3Tl^rapf^T: FFRI BVTTI 

3jRTT ^ lit, qg \3wTGFftq % 1986-^3 *hl qft 1 + 15 q?f Wsm y<±l4>X 1986-qqq 

ajqfa A i+6 qR q^ aft i utenfo Mt^r ^rt q?r f^n qqT t, to?t fterfft 3 
qlnqft iq ti q>r tft qffin 3 <q i gq>m qq cTth to qqT an i 

(xl) qRH aifttffq JirfWt ^ qicT qtff 4R %, vrW vJ^TcIH ^TRTcPI ^ 3TT^?T 3>t niW 

■^gn^' ^ ^ ^? q^rr ^>1 Wl 'HH+msft hfhi Miaql^l ^t vrrtixtjrftoi ^ 

t 

vjRTTfo f^vpsnq ^ 4^4<fl C| XI if 14)1 ^ q5t t. q? qpRT bTtt TO q?r 
f^ejf^l ^3 TTOjI ^ q>f WsT ^TRSTT xtqq ^ 11 RPlR ^TTfl, kJH4?I 

arfneq XRwiafr afiv <mi^4Kii3it (f^iwx afr? qfrTORw cq«rei^i 
^i *NISr) qpRT ffm i ^ 1986 *pt qf^#4 cir^f^n ^fit an, ^r 

TO 3^ q> fa "rffi 13*5 $ ^TT®T ^ Wm an I piWR 

afrx qpRTf^ n«q q5t Tjtf-tmrq ^ HDIXI vjTT +icf><11 %? 

22.1 qRuiFRq^q afR ^qy nq qyRWifq,?*T Plifr^rn ,J TR4 

qf^l XR Ug^R oTFTn <$ gq: 3ftq5cR ^ foT^afR 1986-92 qft 334^1 lefq 3FR3> 4X e3F^ 

ariMq ^ 3nen^ q^ vjq^ tRTrnqr 19 vjfo^1%cT qn qRcl 1 1 $ 

tow^*rt ^ 3WRqx, xi^qn q^jq^^^RH^ j r^Ri araw q?r qfcr erm 
qRqjfem qft M afR 3T^TO-2 ^^jq A WRf^R°13 '3lw3Rilt1 1 1 4t<fr£t q>t 3TTc|Wt 
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HR# ^ Uf'kT'T oTFTfT 3 >T 3^: 3 EWR WTT % 3 fr? vj^dH ^miTeR PpfWJtfTC 24 

22.2 f^f4w%fe3TpT^Hvi^^ Wit HinWd HY elPJ^ vj)ik; J Tl 1 

XRcJ, pTR felP^cl <MvWi HTHet 3 ^ToT '3HTT^ ^sTS' cW 4H >tjR<llRd Pl u tH 

(i) ^T? HI Hell, *j4 RTTcft ^f[ER ^ Tf^Pfd % fuTTpl f^TW? 

^ ^T4ET ^ ’JeHJrT HPHcfH cTF^W'l 4) fePJ TTpT^ y.vHT^^I $ I 

(ii) ?NeJ 'gRJW ffgTtTH' 4> feP? wPp?> *eT OTRHI ^ % I 4Wt£t^ 

RKTfpRT WI 3 ^ «en^> 4?t ^sPl 3>t 3pt$TT ¥t WT TT^ft %, Tfc ^l^lRlcl 

$ P> 3ESTF4) #HT *Pl iff JRT4 f^HTpRT c^t 3TT7TT 4>t W Wfr I 
"HTfr HvjI^ 3 fP efFRT ^Rsft TfHTHR vicH^ ?V 4 T I 

22.3 Tlfc ^ ^ TTHTH ^ pR^Pf 4> feP? 'Pfeef' 3HJHTCI WctT $, WHJ Huff cTHTCTt 4> 

JRtfviH 4> feltj ^ WHf ^TfrTRKl 3Tf^9^ 4ft efPKT 4ft elPJ wft 4ft 3TT?TT 4ft 

Wfftt I ^rqpftT ^HHTst ft 4lP|vHJ TTcj vjeftn *T5eT ft *TC ufR fft4T an 3fa 4Wlcft % wftcT 

fftm «n fft> 4* ft wp>sn 4? 3 tt?tr n? tththt (3t«iP[ ’u^h wit) 4>t TRiwr 

PrptcP* ft> Pftfjci % 1 

22.4 PtwftB, Tr 4 ^ ^fTHIWH 4 £ ?HTT fft> 4 ft fftfftR ftPrai TFTRT W ftt vim? 3 ft? ^ep 

vf)T 517 TJef ^ 5 TT W? H 2 JT 4 T 4 d 4 > 4 ? PaftcT H# «Hftt ?R ?T 4 ) HrH ^ HR TTpT^TH Hvil^l eTFTcT 
^4 wit wrtct m? wi cf?[ w? 1 tftwi n> tihtPct tfiwth ^ *rP ^ 4 Wf€t sm f^? mr 
^t 4 >rT ezth ^ yrPrwtry cfrr qP'cicPr 3 iPrm ^ 3 rPf^ i ariJTeT, 2000 w?p wj.' sPr 1 

^i4)HtnTTefiw?i'?roN>^^g3m?m?^<Rnn % MRnffid Bt wpiti 


TT^T. Tf^R, 3TM^ 
[t^mAII/IV/3TOTW/143/99 ] 
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w "mb fa fafar fa ^faw to *w yrtofa fa ^jfa :- 

1 * 3 TCT Jlfa?T TO? ^TTOITTO W 1 3 ^gvr ,92 IT fafa? I 

2 - ^TOirP? toi* 10 1 *’r*fa ,97 y faffa? ( 

3 * IJrJH faPTTy O'w q *T tow? 21 3 *TrrT, 9 P W I 

4. inm$ xroo^o TtRjwfar w faofimoSfafarfcy zm AN* 16 3 p?jtt, 97 fa ingfl wyfrpu 

5 * fan# w yrrgr ypfr Ifafaftr 'em tow 19 towr ,97 fa tt^t *i*piV«h i 

6 * tfwrr fafa n n n’iiirw fa tow 16 'j'T,97 fa fafr& nirr yspr wan^R 1 
7* fa urgn fafafa fa femft rcr ?tow 29 towr,98? 1 

8* wfa*R«T fa fa 1 ? *fr% tot?t y? farftfa fa Sw?tfi yr to ?tow 6 3R*%,998 i 
9. 3TTT TOW TW ?ftfa MT fafafr PT TOTT ?tow 31 '*HP3l,99? I 

10 * 12 TOfar ,92 fa 3 Tfa fa 3 fflfa Tllto vfa fa fa 1 ? faTO TOOfao WPWfa TO fa0?OT0 8 

fafa^f zm TTTQcT ^ifa^H 8 toW 23 ^,998 I 

u• farrfa TOofao rrrcwrfar to fao 8 mo 8 faitoy urn tow *w ^rfa fa ^fa 

?toW 6 ^R®fa ,99 far 18 ^JRfar ,998 I 
12* faifarfa yr fa^w 4 TOfar,99 yr tott i 

13* urc fa ta i#r ^faiT fay syroyfamafni? yrcr TTTgw fawfafa Stow 2 yrofa, 99? 

14 • <jrt arow tosh ?nr^r fa wrr-fa^faw fa fafar if yw faro fa# fa far 

1986-87 fa 1991-92 fa 3 Wfa fa falTR ^-WT OTW TO??R TOTffa fa TPTlfa fa 

fawfr fa y^fr tor ^tftt i 

15 * fagTfr fa yrsrra tofa TOofao rircraTfar to faoSmo? fafa^s, fanfa tw totjt 
yrjr fafar^s far afa trt tow 10 99, 22 ^r ,99 far 1 ^rr$‘,99 

fa ytjjri fafarn ^ 3 fa 1 

16- farfa ytf&ft Trrr y?g?T fafapr agfay to fanSTfa fa totoT Stow 19 3^7^,998 1 
17 * farm TOofao TT Rpr rfa to fao?UTo? <jnr/fa far fa ?Rffa fa fan fa fafar fa 

c fafar^ ym zmte Sfafap: 19 ^rni ,99 fa? 1 
18* " sy fa^ 11 nurr #r g^p fa -y fayr "nr?rR nrnfa" fa fafa fa, fa fafar fa 
fafa% yr?r yrnfay T?? 3 n 8 ^hw 19 99 fa? 1 

19. fanfa ^ofao TnrwTfar far fao?wo? fafaffey ym frfa*P 19 gmi ,99 fa yrgy "aiftnr 
mfaT y?gfa" 1 

20* farrfa farr w iry#8irT08 fafaf^y ynr farrfa ^ofao rrrWfr fa" faoBwo? faW^y fa 
rfaftiy %ii«f> 7 «j 6 nt, 99 yr m si 1 


3813GI/99—4 
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TARIFF AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS 
NOTIFICATION 

New Delhi, the 31st December, 1999 

No. TAMP/1 /98-VPT. —In exercise of the powers conferred by Sections 48 and 50 of 
the Major Port Trusts Act, 1963 (38 of 1963), the Tariff Authority for Major Ports hereby 
decides the case relating to handling of Manganese Ore at the Visakhapatnam Port Trust by 
M/s. S.K. Sarawagi & Co. (P) Limited and M/s. Ram Bahadur Thakur Limited as in the Order 
appended hereto. 


Case No.TAMP/1/98-VPT 

M/s. S.K. SARAWAGI & Co. (P) Limited 

and 

M/S. RAM BAHADUR THAKUR LIMITED 

v/s 

THE VISAKHAPATNAM PORT TRUST 

ORP e,b 

( Passed on this 8th day of December 1999.) 

This case relates to handling of Manganese Ore at the 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust (VPT). In the year 1986, the VPT made some basic 
changes in the Manganese Ore handling system; and, revised the handling 
charges as a consequence. Aggrieved by the said revision, the Applicants 
sought judicial redress. The case has traversed from the High Court of Andhra 
Pradesh through the Supreme Court and the Ministry of Surface Transport 
(MOST) to this Authority for disposal under these proceedings. The historical 
facts of the case are briefly stated below. 

2.1. M/s. S.K. Sarawagi & Company Private Limited Vijianagaram 
(A.P.) and M/s. Ram Bahadur Thakur Limited were engaged in the export of 
Manganese Ore through Visakhapatnam Port. They had been granted 
permission for mining of manganese ore by the State of A.P. for a number of 
years. 

2.2. The Eastern yard of the Port was divided into various dump 
areas. Each dump area was divided into several plots, which were leased out 
to different shippers. One of the applicants was allotted on lease 129 of these 
plots. The distance of these plots form the wharf varied between two to five 
kilometres. 

2.3. These dumps were bounded by a broad gauge railway line on 
one side and a narrow gauge railway line on the other side. The Ore was 
transported to the North cabin by the Indian Railways. Thereafter the Port 
Railway system took over and transported the wagons to the plots by the broad 
gauge railway line. The freight for transport to the plots was collected by the 
Indian Railway. 

2.4. The Ore which was exported was being transported from plots to 
the vessel in skips drawn by small engines on the narrow gauge line. The 
narrow gauge line was dismantled on 20 May 86. 


APPLICANTS 

RESPONDENT 
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2.5. The port was providing the following services: 

(i) . Transferring the Ore from the skips with the aid of cranes to the 

ship hold utilising port labour and equipment. 

(ii) . Transport of Ore from the plots to the vessel utilising the internal 

railway system belonging to the Port. 

(iii) . Loading of Ore into ships by the Port Labour. 

2.6. The port authorities were charging a consolidated "Handling 
Charge” of Rs.35/- PMT from 1 January 84. This was in addition to wharfage. 

2 . 7 . The VPT issued a circular dated 19 May 86 by which a new 
system of handling Manganese Ore was introduced. Under the revised 
system, the narrow gauge tracks were removed and the shippers were required 
to utilise their own dumpers and loaders to transport the Ore from the dump 
area to the wharf and load the Ore into the ship utilising their own slings. The 
entire operation was to be carried out by the shipper except for some nominal 
deployment of labour and some supervision by the Port Staff. For this, the port 
started charging at the rate of Rs.30/- PMT from 20 May 86 on the ground that 
a revised procedure was being adopted. 

3.1. The petitioners filed a writ petition against the charge of Rs.30/- 
PMT for handling Manganese Ore on the ground that it was unreasonable and 
excessive. The writ petitions were heard by a learned Single Judge of the High 
Court who, after hearing the parties, came to the conclusion that the Port did 
not follow the procedure under Section 52 and hence the new scale of rates 
could not effectively be pressed into service by the Board against the writ 
petitioners. 

3.2. Although the court realised that the charges levied by the Port 
were excessive and unreasonable, it was of the view that it was not for the 
Court to work out the details minutely to find out the actual cost incurred for the 
service and then decide at what rate the handling charges should be collected 
by the Port; and, that the Central Government would have to consider all these 
aspects while granting sanction to the new scale of handling charges under 
Section 52 of the Major Port Trusts Act. Accordingly, the impugned circular 
and Resolution of 1986 were quashed and writ petitions were allowed. 

3.3. The appellants filed writ appeals against the aforesaid Order. 
These were heard by a Division Bench of the Andhra Pradesh High Court, who 
confirmed the decision of the learned Single Judge and dismissed the writ 
appeals. The Division Bench noted that the handling charges of Rs.30/- PMT 
with respect to Manganese Ore were found to be sanctioned by the Central 
Government under Section 52 of the Act. 

3.4. The controversy regarding the appropriate handling charges for 
manganese ore for the period from 20 May 1986 to 12 February 1992 survived 
for which the Central Government was required to consider the question 
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regarding fixing of appropriate handling charges after giving notice to the writ 
petitioners and hearing their objections. The Court also directed that whatever 
payments were made by the writ petitioners during the pendency of the writ 
appeals and writ petition in the High Court in respect of consignments of 
manganese ore, would be subject to the final adjustment to be made in the light 
of the decision of the Central Government. 

4.1. The VPT filed a special leave petition in the Supreme Court 
stating that the impugned circular only made some changes in the system of 
handling and did not introduce a new tariff; and, accordingly, it did not require 
prior sanction of the Central Government under Section 52 of the Act. 

4.2. The Supreme Court called out the following points for 
determination: 

(i) . Whether the impugned circulars dated 19 May 1986, 10 June 

1986 and 18 July 1986 and the impugned resolution of the Board 
dated 26 June 1986 amount to remission of the then existing 
rates of handling charges for manganese ore covered by Section 
53 of the Act or whether these rates require prior sanction of the 
Central Government under Section 52 of the Act before they 
could become effective. 

(ii) . Whether the impugned rates of handling charges were 

unreasonable, excessive and based on no proper quid pro quo 
between the services rendered by the Board and the charges 
levied by the Board for such services. 

(iii) . Whether there was any effective scale of rates for handling 

manganese ore at the premises of the appellant-Port during the 
relevant period from 20 May 1986 to 12 February 1992. 

(iv) . Whether the directions issued in the impugned judgement, to the 

Central Government for issuing notices to the writ petitioners and 
for hearing their objections before fixing handling charges for the 
period from 20 May 1986 to 12 February 1992 are justified in law. 

4.3. As regards (i) above, the Supreme Court observed that the 
Division Bench of the High Court was justified in taking the view that the 
impugned Resolution dated 26 June 1986 seeking to bring into effect new rates 
of handling charges in the light of an entirely new system of services then 
offered by the Board required prior sanction of the Central Government under 
Section 52 of the Act and could not be treated to be representing a scheme of 
remission as envisaged by Section 53 of the Act. 

4.4. The Supreme Court also observed that the handling charges 
were unreasonable, excessive and based on no proper quid pro quo between 
the services rendered by the Board and the charges levied by the Board for 
such services; and, the High Court was justified to observe that it was to be 
decided by the Central Government. 
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4.5. As regards the question whether there was any effective scale of 
rates for handling manganese ore at the premises of the appellant-Port during 
the relevant period from 20 May 1986 to 12 February 1992, the Supreme Court 
observed that the Division Bench was in error and, therefore, the findings of the 
High court were set aside. 

4.6. As regards (iv), the Hon'ble Supreme Court observed that it 
would be the statutory obligation of the Central Government to consider the 
said representations and the effective discharge of its power-cum-duty 
entrusted to it under Section 54(1). It might be open to the Central 
government in appropriate cases to even permit the aggrieved parties 
representations to be heard in person, if so thought fit, and thereafter if the 
Central Government thought it fit, to make appropriate modification or 
cancellation of the settled and sanctioned scale of rates. 

4.7. Relevant extracts of the final order of the Supreme Court passed on 10 
February 1997 are reproduced below: 

“The Hon’ble Supreme Court directs the appropriate Authority in the 
Central Government to decide the said question after issuing notice to 
the writ petitioners and considering the objections, if any, and also after 
considering the objections, if any, raised by the Board in this connection. 
This exercise should be completed by the appropriate Authority in the 
Central Government within a period of four months from the date of 
receipt of copy of this order,” 

“Responded writ petitioners were directed by an interim order of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court dated 10 August 1993 to pay the handling 
charges at the rate of Rs.30/-PMT from June 1986 onwards. The 
respondents have paid the balance of the amounts and the balance of 
the handling charges for entire period till 12 February 1992.” 

“The question of refunding any amounts of excess handling charges 
paid by the respondents during the aforesaid period is left to be decided 
in the light of the ultimate decision of the Central Government on this 
question. If it is found that the appellant Board is liable to refund any 
excess amount of handling charges to the respondents as collected by it 
from the respondents during the relevant period. It will be bound to 
refund the same within a period of eight weeks from the date of decision 
of the Central Government with interest at the rate of 12% per annum 

from the date of payment of the excess amount of handling charges by 

the respondents to the Board till the actual refund thereof by the Board 
to the respondent-writ petitioners.” 

5.1. After the Supreme Court judgement, M/s. S.K. Sarawagi & Co. 

(P) Ltd., made a representation to the Ministry on 16 April 97 and preferred a 

claim of Rs. 1,04,40,450/- together with interest at the rate of 12% per annum 

as ordered by the Hon’ble Supreme Court. They also requested for an oral 
hearing before final orders were passed. 
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5.2. M/s. Ram Bahadur Thakur Ltd., also represented to the MOST in 

September 1997 making the following prayers: 

(i) . VPT was not entitled to charge any handling charges for loading 

of Manganese Ore for the period 20 May 86 to 12 February 92 
since no services were rendered or made available. 

(ii) . The port might be directed to charge only for deputing some 

workers, which comes to maximum of Rs.2/- PMT. 

(iii) . The Port Trust might be asked to refund the amount of 

Rs.44,42,640/- for the shipment of manganese ore during the 
period of 20 May 86 to 31 March 92. 

(iv) . The parties might be given a personal hearing. 

6.1. The VPT has also made a representation to the MOST in June 97 
sending their comments on the judgement dated 10 February 97 of the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court. 

6.2. It has been stated that the matter was placed before the VPT 
Board in its meeting held on 5 June 97 vide Agenda item number S-5. The 
Board approved the handling charges at the rate of Rs.30/* PMT as earlier 
fixed. 

6.3. It was further stated that, in the old system, the cost of handling 
worked out to Rs.153/- PMT but it was charged at the rate of Rs.35/- PMT thus 
causing huge loss to the Port Trust. In the revised system also, though the 
cost per tonne worked out to Rs.84/- PMT, the port was charging Rs.30/- PMT 
only, with a view to retain the cargo for export through the Port. 

7. The order of the Supreme Court was passed on 10 February 97. 
By the time it came to be considered by the Ministry of Surface Transport 
(MOST), the Major Port Trusts Act had been amended withdrawing its powers 
to sanction tariffs of the major ports and vesting us such powers. In the event, 
the MOST, vide its order dated 21 August 98 transferred the case to this 
Authority for disposal according to law and in the light of the Supreme Court 
order in reference. 

8 . As per the procedure followed, this Authority invited fresh 
comments from M/s. S.K. Sarawagi & Co. (P) Limited, M/s. Ram Bahadur 
Thakur Limited, and the VPT. 

9. A joint hearing in this case was held at the VPT on 8 December 
98. Although the argument was completed the case was not ‘closed’ for orders 
as it became evident that a more detailed scrutiny of the records was required. 
This was to be particularly in respect of the ‘labour component’ especially the 
‘notional labour component’. The propriety of charging only Rs.2/- PMT for 
Thermal Coal and Rs.30/- PMT for Manganese Ore was required to be 
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examined since the operations involved were exactly the same. Accordingly, 
an on-the-spot study was made to clarify issues. 

10. With reference to the findings emerging from the study, the 

information contained in the additional note received from M/s. S.K. Sarawagi & 
Co., the comments received from the Federation of Indian Mineral Industries, 
and the details contained in the statements [relating to interchangeability of Ore 
Handling Labour (OHL) and Dock Labour Board (DLB) Labour and actual 
deployment of labour orewise] furnished by the VPT, further clarifications were 
gathered from the VPT. 

11.1. The case was taken up for a second joint hearing at the VPT on 1 
July 99. The arguments were only partly heard due to a flash strike at the VPT; 
and, it was decided to hold the joint hearing again on 19 August 99 in VPT. 

11.2. The case was taken up as scheduled for a continued joint hearing 
on 19 August 99 at the VPT. 

12 . At the joint hearings held on 1 July 99 and 19 August 99, the 

following points were made:- 

Vlsakhaoatnam Port Trust: 

(i) . Cranage covers only the driver. Hookman is not covered. This is 

the practice in all the ports. 

(ii) . Coal and Ore are dissimilar cargo and can not be compared. 

Ports everywhere go by the principle “what cargo can bear”. 
That being so, there can be no comparison between Coal and 
Manganese Ore. 

(lii). The VPT does a lot of cross subsidisation. How can they do it 
unless the ‘cargoes pay what they can bear’? 

(iv) . ‘Socialist Democratic Republic’ concept means welfare 

orientation, labour welfare, labour laws, etc. However contract 
labour is not permitted. There are other restrictive labour 
practices. How can these realities be ignored? 

(v) . Labour gang is different from Manganese Ore gang. There is no 

inter-changeability. There has also been ‘decasualisation’. The 
Port has, therefore, certain rigidities and ground realities to 
reckon with. 

(vi) . The VPT will give the activity details relating to coal handling 

process. But, VPT reiterates that it is not comparable. 

(vii) . In the Board of Trustees of the port there are three groups 

(Labour/Trade/Port). All decisions are unanimous. In any case, 
everyone knows all developments. The change of system 
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•Introduced in 1986 and its implications were known to all. Why 
did not trade bring up the point about the burden of ‘idle wages'? 
Who will bear that burden, etc.? 

(viii). Ore Handling Labour is not made up of Port employees. They get 
benefits equal to Port employees. In this context M/s. S.K. 
Sarawagi & Co. (P) Limited stated that it is an established case 
that the relationship in such situations is one of employer and 
employee between the Port and the labour. But VPT has stated 
that Port practice is different - DLB / Stevedore / Shipper are all 
employers depending upon circumstances. Shipper, when 
employs labour, is held to be responsible for damages/ 
compensation, etc. If he is not employer, then, why must he be 
responsible? 

(ix) . The VPT does not know about the Supreme Court ruling on 

labour; but, their books of accounts clearly establish that there is 
no employer-employee relationship. 

(x) . There is one OHL for all 4 export ores and not only for 

Manganese ore. 

(xi) . Cargoes are handled by different organisations. Coal by DLB and 

Manganese Ore by Port’s scheduled labour. 

(xii) . ‘What traffic can bear’ is a universally adopted principle. Coal is 

competitive cargo while Manganese Ore is not. The Port has to 
revise the charges for coal in view of competition from other ports. 

(xiii). Handling charges can not at all be same for all cargoes and 
deployment of labour widely varies. 

(xiv) . In all Ports the practice of requisition for all cargoes is being 

followed. 

(xv) . Cranage is never covered by handling charges. Cranage was 

part of wharfage under the ‘NG’ system. In the new system, 
wharfage did not include any element of cranage. Hooking is not 
a 'art of cranage anywhere. 

(xvi) . The VPT does not agree to cover the post-1992 period. 

(xvii). M/s. S.K. Sarawagi & Co. (P) Limited says, for handling there 
must be ‘assumption of custody’. The VPT does not take custody 
of export cargo at all; it only handles. 

(xviii). (a). M/s. S.K. Sarawagi & Co. (P) Limited can not bring in their 
labour. But they can be given private men from the 
‘private pool’. 
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(b) . There is a pool of 300 for miscellaneous work. OHL gang, 

even if it is surplus, can not be deployed for miscellaneous 
work. 

(c) . Pr ivate pool is not managed by the Port. Other employers 

m anage the pool. 

(d) . Private pool was not there during 1986-92. It came into 

being subsequently. It will not, therefore, be relevant to 
refer to it in the context of this case. 

The Vlsakhapatnam Chamber of Commerce and Industry: 

(i) . ‘What traffic can bear’, etc., can apply to items like wharfage. 

“Handling Charges” are different. It has to be the same for all 
cargo and there can be no other hidden components. 

(ii) . Clarify the activities in “cargo handling”. Take advantage of this 

case to sort it out. Remove “bulk cargo" from “Handling 
charges”. All problem will vanish. 

(iii) . OHL / SHL are not like DLB. CCI does not deploy them; the VPT 

does. In this case, everything is mechanised and done by the 
Shipper. What do they deploy labour for? 

(iv) . (a). ‘Trade’ is on the Board. But VCCI get only to state their 

views. They get out-numbered and out-voted. 

(b). The VCCI did raise this case several times. VCCI was 
silenced on the ground that it was a matter ‘ sub judice'. 

(v) . If there is no Manganese Ore export at all, who will pay the OHL 

wages? It should be spread over the whole Port. 

(vi) . The VPT should have tried to re-deploy the surplus OHL labour 

(post 1986 situation) and to persuade the OHL to merge with SHL 
(VPT has not done this at all). They should have at least spread 
out the wage burden. 

(vii) . ‘Handling charges’ are shown to be exclusively labour charges by 

the VPT which is not correct. According to the Scale of Rates 
‘handling charges’ include equipment hire. 

(viii). There is a lack of consistency in comparison by the VPT with 
thermal coal and also with other Ports . Wagon unloading 
charges for Manganese Ore the levy is 10% and for coal is 180%. 
Both are handled by DLB. How are they attracting coal traffic to 
the VPT with such in consistent approach. 




[Mm III—T5FS4] 


: yrmtjT m r 


35 


(ix) . Removal of cranage from wharfage (durirtg the course of increase 

of wharfage from Rs.4/- to Rs.7/- to Rs.9/ ■) is not indicated. 
There is a doubt about double charge. 

(x) . The VPT’s answers to points (i) and (vii) of the points raised for 

specific clarification by the VPT during the joint hearing held on 1 
July 99 are not in conformity with the principle of quid pro yuo. 
Their replies are casual. 

(xi) . TAMP was set up to introduce objectivity andi speed. If that is to 

be so, then, TAMP order must cover post 1992 period also. 
Otherwise the decision of TAMP will be nullified beyond 92. This 
will require further litigation. 

The Federation of Indian Mineral Industries: 

(i) . Exports are badly required for the country. If Mani Wiese Ore 

export is ever disrupted it will be difficult to restore. 

(ii) . As regards interchangeability, the VPT in their own mioutt'S of 

1986 admit it. It shows that there in no dedicated Mangant >Ee 
Ore Labour gang. 

(iii) . There has to be some comparability between handling charges 

for different cargoes. 

(iv) . There has to be some relevance between ‘service’ and ‘fee’; 

even the Supreme Court has talked about quid pro quo. 

(v) . ‘Hooking’ is an integral part of cranage. If some archaic port 

practices are to the contrary then, with reference to modem 
developments the concepts must change. 

M/s. S.K. Sarawaqi & Co. (P) Limited: 

(i) . (a). There has been total interchangeability between OHL/ 

Shore Handling Labour (SHL) / DLB Labour. The VPT has 
earned 'surpluses’ from ‘handling charges'. There is no 
question of dedicated ‘notional’ Manganese Ore gaing. 

(b). The VPT has admitted this in their replies to the TAMP 
points. Please see their comments in this regard. 

(ii) . (a). Hooking is a part of cranage. During pre-1986 position, 

Hookman’s wage was included in cranage (It continues to 
be so till date ) and, cranage is covered by wharfage. That 
being so, there is no question of separate deployment of 
labour for this. 
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(b) . Hookman is a part of the crane driving force. They are not 

part of OHL or SHL. 

(c) . Port practices do not go by today’s position alone. Look at 

the pre-1986 position also. 

i(iii). Read the preamble to the 1986 agenda note. There is no 
reference to surplus labour at all. 

(iv) . The calculation of Rs.153/- PMT and Rs.84/- PMT were not given 

to the Board. May have been given to the courts. There is no 
Resolution of the Board regarding remission. On what authority 
were they giving remission? 

(v) . Why are we again and again talking about ‘labour’? The spirit of 

the Supreme Court judgement is about ‘the service’, How can 
this spirit be overlooked? 

(Vi). How is thermal coal system not comparable? In their own 
agenda note they cite it as a model. As FIMI says, coal is a more 
valuable cargo, how can it be less for coal? 

(vii). Requisition of labour is irrelevant. According to the VPT’s own 
version, we do not need labour. 

(viiii). There is nothing called a ‘notional’ Manganese Ore Gang. See 
their own replies to S.No.13 of the TAMP points. 

(ix) . (a). Please read the Supreme Court judgement. The scope is 

wide. 

(b). Read also the VPT's agenda notes for the meeting 
regarding the change of system. The impression given is 
that it is a composite charge. It was to be a charge to a 
system ‘similar to coal system’. This was consistently the 
stand taken by the VPT in the courts. 

(x) . The purpose of change was to give some relief. Instead, the 

burden has increased. The Company continued to Incur 
expenditure on taking over the handling entirely on their own. In 
addition they have had to pay Rs.30/- PMT to the VPT. The 
Supreme Court had clearly held that the Port handed over the 
handling to the exporter. If that was so, then, there is no 
justification for the VPT to charge anything for handling. 

(xi) . Under the Supreme Court direction, TAMP has to determine what 

is the ‘service’ rendered by the VPT and what is the reasonable 
charge for that. 

(x*i) (a) The VPT have admitted that there are only two services^ 

sweeping and hooking. 
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(b) . No sweeping is done - no sweeping is required. 

(c) . That leaves only hooking. Cost of only one hookman is to 

be allowed. 

(xili). Wharfage was Rs.7/- before change of system. It remained 
Rs.7/- after the change. It is only reasonable to assume, in the 
absence of any information to the contrary, that all elements of 
wharfage remained the same. In other words, it continued to 
include 'cranage'. 

(xiv) . (a). ‘Surplus labour’ / 'idle wages’ are irrelevant issues. In any 

case there is no surplus. Actually there is an acute 
shortage of OHL. 

(b) . It is not correct that the private labour can not come into 

the dock area. There is a ‘private pool' of 1,400 labour. 
Even ‘hookmen’ can be private from the ‘private pool’. 
How can, therefore, there be any objection to our private 
labour going to the dump to clean, if necessary, any 
spillage? 

(c) . The traffic department in fact maintains an additional pool 

of 300 to handle extra work. There is, therefore, no 
‘surplus’ but a ‘shortage’. There can therefore be no idle 
wage at all. 

(d) . Our case is based on the premise that we need no labour. 

We have only given intimations. May be in a hundred such 
cases, one or two may have involved ‘requisition’. But, 
that does not dispose of our basis. 

(xv) . We have taken legal advice. It is within the authority of the TAMP 

to go beyond 1992 also, to alter or cancel any charges already 
levied. No concurrence of the VPT is required. 

(xvi) . (a). Read the VPT’s Scale of Rates - ‘handling charges’ are 

inclusive of ‘equipment hire’. 

(b) . The VPT said that ‘equipment hire’ is not covered by 

‘handling charge’. Since it is covered by ‘wharfage’ how 
can VPT now say TAMP can not go into ‘wharfage’? 

(c) . Wharfage brings in cranage. 

(d) . Wharfage and handling charges are linked. 

(e) . ‘Berth hire’ comes into the picture. 40% of the berth hire is 

for cranage. Double recovery paid under protest. 





38 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : EXTRAORDINARY 


[Part III— Sec. 4] 


(f). Wharfage covered Narrow Gauge railway system, 
weighment, and crane charges - not provided after May 
1986. Give rebate/refund with interest. 

M/s. Ram Bahadur Thakur Limited: 

(i) . We endorse all the submissions made by M/s. S.K. Sarawagi & 

Co. (P) Limited. 

(ii) . If TAMP covers the post 1992 period also, we will withdraw our 

writ petition. 

13. On the basis of the records available, with reference to the totality 
of information collected during the proceedings of this case, and on a collective 
application of mind, the issues relevant to this case are analysed as set out in 
the succeeding paragraphs. In this connection, a list of the documents referred 
to for the disposal of this case is attached as Annex - 1. 

14. This case has been examined in great detail. Various issues 
relating to different aspects/activities have emerged for consideration. But, 
basically, this case will have to be decided with reference to the pith and 
substance of the Supreme Court order. As directed by the Supreme Court, the 
most important consideration in tariff setting shall be the quid pro quo aspect; it 
has to be recognised that what is involved is a ‘fee’ for a 'service' and not a 
‘tax’ on the user. In other words, the tariff shall be seen to be for the service 
provided and shall be found to be commensurate with the quantity and quality 
thereof. While an attempt has been made in the succeeding paragraphs to 
spotlight this equation, it has to be recognised that a strict interpretation of the 
quid pro quo principle is not possible in a port situation. With reference to 
various practicability considerations and other intractable problems, ground 
realities (especially those relating to labour and its restrictive practices) have to 
be reckoned with. In this case, for instance, established labour practices at the 
VPT relating to ‘ore handling’ have to be taken note of. Since there may be 
ups and downs in the ore traffic, the labour actually required/deployed may also 
fluctuate widely. But, the port will have to go by certain trends in traffic and 
maintain the labour force at certain levels with reference to peak operations. 
This will result in existence of surplus/idle labour at times. The cost of such 
surplus/ idle labour will have to be built into cost calculations even though this 
may not always be seen to be within the four corners of a strict interpretation of 
the quid pro quo principle. 

15.1. The VPT has contended that the principle of quid pro quo is more 

than satisfied in the. sense that both the pre-198<3 rate (Rs.35/- PMT) and the 
post-1986 rate (Rs.30/- PMT) involved heavy subsidisation in the sense that 
the actual costs were Rs.153/- PMT and Rs.84/- PMT, respectively. At the 
instance of this Authority, the details of these calculations were culled out of the 
old records. But, the fact remains that they were not reported to the Board of 
Trustees. Even if it is conceded that the established practice did not require 
the port trust to report such details of cost calculations to the Board of Trustees, 
it has to be noted that the Board was not even informed about the subsidy 
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aspect. In the event, it is not clear who, on what authority, and on what basis 
reduced the tariff to Rs.35/- PMT and ihen to Rs.30/- PMT. If it is sought to be 
projected as a case of remission, then, there is clearly no authorisation 
therefor; at any rate, the justification for such remission has not been 
explained. This is indeed extraordinary; and, in this sense this is a striking 
feature of the case. But, in the ultimate analysis, for the line of scrutiny 
adopted by us in this case, this aspect may not be very relevant. 

15.2. M/s Sarawagi & Co. have contended that the income from 

handling charges for labour supplied by the Port for handling all cargo was 
more than the expenditure on ‘hammal’ labour incurred by the Port during the 
relevant period which was indicative of the fact that there was no surplus or idle 
labour. Tlie Port was requested to furnish this information at least in totality if 
separate figures in respect of outer harbour and inner harbour were not readily 
available. While the Port furnished the income from this source as Rs.1.92 
crores plus Rs.0.63 crores held in deposit they said that it might ncfrbe 
practicable to give expenditure figures as it was spread over many heads of 
accounts. In the absence of this information it is not possible for the Authority 
to accept the correctness of the claim made by M/s Sarawagi & Co. that there 
was no surplus or idle labour. Nevertheless in the ultimate analysis, for the line 
of scrutiny adopted by us in this case, this has not been a very relevant matter. 

16. In the arguments, a point has come up about discriminatory 

approach adopted by the VPT between handling of Manganese Ore and 
Thermal Coal. M/s. S.K. Sarawagi & Co. (P) Limited have contended that the 
operations involved in both the cases are exactly the same; but, strangely, the 
handling charges levied are very different: whereas it is Rs.30/- PMT for 
Manganese Ore, it is only Rs.2/- PMT for Thermal Coal! The VPT has sought 
to explain this with the argument that port tariffs do go on the basis of ‘what the 
traffic can bear’. This contention has been rebutted by the FIMI and M/s 
Sarawagi & Co. with the argument that Thermal Coal being a more valuable 
cargo shall then be able to bear a higher tariff. The VPT has been very 
reluctant to give any costing details relating to Thermal Coal on the ground that 
handling of the two cargoes are not at all comparable; and, in any case, the 
Supreme Court order does not at all draw any comparison with Thermal Coal. 
This reasoning of the VPT cannot stand scrutiny since, as has rightly been 
stressed by M/s Sarawagi & Co., in their agenda note for the Board meeting in 
1986, the VPT itself had cited the coal example while proposing to introduce 
the change in the handling system. Be that as it may, it cannot but be held that 
it will not be reasonable to account for so much of a difference in the handling 
charges of the two cargoes when the operations involved are exactly the same. 
The VPT has sought to underplay the extent of this discrepancy by referring to 
a need to subsidise the (Thermal) Coal handling charges because of 
competition for the traffic from other ports. Even if the need for such subsidy is 
to be reckoned with, in the absence of any justification verifiable from costing 
details, a difference of Rs.28/- PMT cannot be seen to be a reasonable figure. 
Nevertheless, in the ultimate analysis, as in the case of the VPT claim about 
‘remission’ as described in paragraph (2) above, for the line of scrutiny adopted 
by us in this case, this aspect may not be very relevant. 
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17. In the circumstances governing this case, the most crucial aspect 
will be the one relating to deployment of labour. It has to be seen whether the 
system adopted by the VPT for calculation of the labour cost in this case is 
reasonable and acceptable. Admittedly, there is no labour gang exclusively for 
handling Manganese Ore. On the contrary, there is a common ‘Ore Handling 
Labour’ (OHL). If that is so, then, why must the entire cost of this OHL be 
debited to Manganese Ore alone? Before installation of the Mechanical Ore 
Handling Plant (MOHP) in 1976, the OHL covered Iron Ore also. In the light of 
this fact, how can Iron Ore be excluded from bearing a part of the OHL cost? 
The VPT has not been able to explain the logic behind excluding Iron Ore from 
sharing the cost of OHL; all that it has said is that, after installation of the 
MOHP, no cost of OHL is assigned to Iron Ore. The reasonableness of this 
argument is not easily discernible. If the labour cost was excluded from Iron 
Ore after mechanisation of handling, why was not the same approach adopted 
in the case of Manganese Ore when the responsibility for ‘handling’ was taken 
over by the exporter after the 1986 change in system? 

18. Ideally, the cost of labour rendered surplus on account of a 
change in the system of handling cargo as in the case of Iron Ore or 
Manganese Ore at the VPT, should be spread over the entire cargo handled by 
the Port as part of overheads (if not altogether disallowed, for tariff 
consideration). However, taking into account the ground realities about the 
labour practices and the fact that OHL was meant to handle all ores including 
Iron Ore, in our opinion, it will be logical and reasonable to reckon with the OHL 
cost commonly for all ores (including Iron Ore), in this case. 

19. The most equitable way of determining the respective shares of 
labour costs will be as follows: 

(i) . Total number of Labour (-) Shore Handling Labour = Ore 

Handling Labour (Gross). 

(ii) . Ore Handling Labour (Gross) (-) Interchangeable Labour = Ore 

Handling Labour (Net). 

(iii) . Ore Handling Labour (Net) (-) Labour deployed for any particular 

Ore = Surplus Labour. 

(iv) . The cost of the labour deployed for the particular ore will have to 

be a charge fully on the Ore concerned for the period of 

deployment and the cost thereof for the remaining period of the 

year added to the cost of surplus labour as at (iii) above. 

(v) . The cost of the ‘Surplus’ Labour will have to be spread over the 

entire ore traffic for the whole year. 

20.1. Since in this case we are dealing with past periods (i.e. 1986-92, 

and, possibly, 1992-99), we have the benefit of hindsight in applying this model. 
That being so, we can have the benefit of going on the basis of ‘mandays’ and 
not of ‘number of labour’. If we have to go by ‘number of labour’, we have to 
reckon with the ‘peak requirements’ which will increase the charge on the ore 
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concerned. To get over this problem, we can go on the basis of ‘mandays’ with 
reference to the ‘actuals’ available on record. This approach will be closer to 
the principle of quid pro quo laid down by the Supreme Court. 

20.2. The Supreme Court has directed us to settle the case for the 
period 1986-92. But, the same problem persists for the post-1992 period also 
for which the parties concerned have filed a separate petition in the High Court 
of Andhra Pradesh. This case is lying dormant for the time being. It is 
expected to be revived after a decision relating to the 1986-92 period. In our 
opinion, the model recommended for adoption for the 1986-92 period can 
easily be applied for the 1992-99 period also, since the benefit of hindsight will 
be equally available there too. Only, in the absence of a mandate given to us 
for the post-1992 period, it may not be appropriate for this Authority to pass any 
order therefor. That being so, it is only suggested that the dispute for the 
period 1992-99 can also be settled on the same basis as in this case albeit with 
reference to figures updated to 1999. 

20.3. The problem is likely to persist in the post-1999 period also. But, 
with reference to that, the model recommended for adoption in this case will not 
be useful for the reason that the benefit of 'hindsight' will not be available. In 
other words, we cannot go on the basis of ‘mandays’; we will have to go on the 
basis of ‘number of labour’ which will alter the very basis of approach. But, the 
post-1999 problem is not likely to be as complicated since the ‘surplus’ figure 
will be nominal consequent upon a drastic decline in the total number of labour. 
This will make it easy for the VPT to order appropriate adjustments. It will now 
also be possible for the VPT to accept the position that not much of labour is 
required by the exporter for handling Manganese Ore. Consequently, it must 
be possible for the VPT and/or the party concerned to come up with a new 
formula for prospective determination of the tariff. The Authority may like to 
invite proposals accordingly. Until then, perhaps, the average of the ‘actuals’ 
worked out as per our model (updated to 1999) can be adopted. 

21. The crux of the problem can be resolved as suggested above. 

Even so, it will be necessary for the Authority to address some of the other 
issues raised for consideration in this context. Some of the more important 
issues are addressed hereinafter: 

(i). Is it necessary for the VPT to maintain so many different ‘Gangs’? 

The VPT has clarified that there are no orewise dedicated 
‘gangs’. Eventually, therefore, there are only two major 
categories to reckon with - Ore Handling Labour and Shore 
Handling Labour besides the DLB Labour which is not really Port 
Trust Labour. Also the strength of OHL is said to have reduced 
below 100 by now. That being so, there is really no need for this 
Authority to go into details of issues like merger of OHL and SHL 
to promote greater manoeuvrability. This can be left to be settled 
by the VPT at its discretion within a time limit. 
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(ii). How can the VPT talk of a problem of ‘surplus labour’ when 
actually there is in existence a large contingent of ‘private pool 
labour’? 


The VPT’s reference to the problem of surplus labour relates to 
the period 1986-92 when no ‘private pool’ was in existence. The 
private pool was established sometime in 1994. For purposes of 
this case, therefore, it will not be relevant to refer to it at all. 

The ‘private pool’, in any case, is not maintained by the Port 
Trust. It is a pool maintained and operated by some Stevedores. 

(iii). The VPT has talked about labour being ‘requisitioned’ when in 
fact no labour was required by the exporter, and therefore, no 
labour was requisitioned. 

The VPT did not raise this issue in the proceedings in the Courts 
of Law. This issue has been raised only during the proceedings 
in our case. 

It is the case of M/s Sarawagi & Co. that no labour deployment 
was required since everything was to be done by them. And, no 
labour was indeed deployed by the VPT; or, at any rate, even if 
deployed, no labour turned up on the spot. In rebuttal, the VPT 
has cited examples of other ports to show that it is common 
practice everywhere to get labour ‘requisitioned’ for such 
‘handling’ purposes. The VPT has also produced copies of a few 
such requisitions received from or on behalf of M/s Sarawagi & 
Co. The Applicant Company has sought to discredit this claim 
with the contention that a few such requisitions amongst 
hundreds of them cannot prove any point; they may have been 
instances of bona fide mistakes committed by the handling agent. 
It may not be easy for the Authority to accept such facile 
disclaimers and lightly brush aside specific documentary evidence 
produced by the VPT. Also, it has to be borne in mind that M/s 
Sarawagi & Co. had not raised any objections to or protests 
against such (allegedly) ‘compulsory and unwanted deployment' 
of labour. More than a decade down the line, they cannot seek to 
reopen such matters which cannot easily be verified ignoring 
specific documentary evidence to the contrary. 

In this context, it is also noteworthy that the VPT has been able to 
produce from their old records yearwise, orewise, ‘actual 
deployment’ figures. In the circumstances described above, and 
in the light of this information furnished by the VPT, the balance of 
convenience will seem to lie in favour of accepting the VPT 
contention. It is on this basis that the ‘model’ suggested above 
has been formulated. 
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(iv). There is a lot of ambiguity and overlap ih different items of tariffs 
which raises a doubt about double or even treble charge for the 
same item. 

The reference here is to ‘cranage’. This has been shown to 
feature in three different items - 

(a) , ‘handling charge’ includes equipment hire (including 

cranage); 

(b) . wharfage also contains an element of cranage; and, 

(c) . 40% of the berth hire charge is supposed to be for 

cranage. 

(a) . It is true that ‘handling charge’, as incorporated in the 
Scale of Rates, includes equipment hire. But, the entry also 
stipulates that the Traffic Manager will decide what equipment is 
needed for ‘handling’ the ore in reference. In this context, the 
VPT have taken the stand that crane is viewed as an integral part 
of the berth; there is no doubt about crane being required for 
handling Manganese Ore; the Traffic Manager's discretionary 
judgement is not required in this case at all; and, ‘cranage’, 
therefore, has never been considered to be part of ‘handling 
charge’ for Manganese Ore. 

(b) . The observation about wharfage containing an element of 
cranage has been made with reference to the details pertaining 
to a Rs.4/- PMT charge prevailing since 1971. it must be noted 
here that the Scale of Rates gave no elementwise breakdown of 
this figure. But, there was an internal letter of the port specifying 
the breakdown which included cranage. Subsequently, in 1985, 
wharfage was raised from Rs.4/- PMT to Rs.7/- PMT. Here, 
again, there was not elementwise breakdown indicated in the 
Scale of Rates. And, significantly, there was no repeat of the 
internal letter unlike earlier. Subsequent to the change in the 
handling system introduced in 1986, there was another revision 
In 1992 raising the wharfage from Rs.7/- PMT to Rs.9/- PMT; 
and, yet another in 1995 raising it to Rs.9.90 PMT. On these 
occasions, again, there were no internal letters specifying the 
breakdown of costs to show that cranage was included. While 
the VPT can seek to take advantage of this fact to buttress their 
claim that wharfage as notified was reasonable and that 
‘cranage’ was no longer a part of wharfage, it has also to be 
recognised that there was no specific mention in the tariff or any 
internal letter of the VPT to the effect that ‘cranage’ would no 
longer form part of wharfage (i.e., a specific statement about 
discontinuance of the earlier arrangement when wharfage was 
fixed at Rs.4/- PMT). In this sense, there can be said to be an 
element of doubt on this point which will need to be probed 
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further for conclusive settlement. It has not been possible for this 
Authority to do that because of VPT’s stand that ‘wharfage’ is not 
an issue related to this case since neither M/s Sarawagi & Co. 
and M/s. Ram Bahadur Thakur Limited (RBT) had argued in the 
Court of Law for refund of wharfage nor had the Courts passed 
any orders covering wharfage. Significantly, even when the 
TAMP specifically asked for information on wharfage, the VPT 
declined to disclose the details on the ground that the TAMP 
could not go into the issue as part of this case. And, we do not 
have the power to compel production of such information. 

(c).i It is true that 40% of the berth hire charge covered 
‘cranage’. But, in the light of what has been stated above in 
respect of 'handling charge’ and ‘wharfage’, it cannot be said to 
6e conclusively established that there was any overlap of tariffs 
relating to ‘cranage’. 

It will be relevant here to stress the point that the whole dispute in 
this case is about ‘handling charge’ which is, as earlier stated, 
mainly labour-oriented. The element of ‘cranage’ has crept in 
because of the entry about equipment hire being included in 
‘handling charge’. But, as has been clarified in (a) above, it 
cannot be said that ‘handling charge’ in the case of Manganese 
Ore did indeed include ‘cranage’. That being so, the whole 
dispute on this score is not relevant, in the ultimate analysis, in 
the line of scrutiny adopted by us in this case. Without prejudice 
to this position, it may be reiterated that, as stated above in this 
paragraph, the precise position about the components of 
‘wharfage’ is unclear; and, it will be necessary for the VPT to 
probe into this matter and take necessary corrective action to 
remove any ambiguity. 

On the basis of the information available, it cannot be said that 
the demand of M/s Sarawagi & Co. for any refund on this 
account has been conclusively established or negated. 

(v). Whether any refund is due from wharfage on account of removal 
of the Narrow Gauge Railway System? 

According to the internal letter of the VPT, ‘wharfage’ on 
manganese ore of Rs.4 PMT prevailing since 1971 included an 
element of Rs.1.78 towards the Narrow Gauge Railway System, 
weighment, and crane charges; and, if that system was not used 
a rebate of Rs.1.78 PMT was to be given as provided in the tariff. 
When the ‘wharfage’ was increased to Rs.7/- PMT in 1985, the 
rebate was revised to Rs.1.80 PMT. After removal of Narrow 
Gauge Railway System from May 1986 the wharfage rate 
continued at Rs.7/- PMT and not reduced. M/s. Sarawagi & Co. 
have contended that they are entitled to refund/rebate in 
wharfage for the period after May 1986 when the N.G. System 
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was removed. The VPT has contested this issue saying it is 
beyond the purview of these proceedings as it was not referred to 
in’ the orders of the court. As suggested above, here again, the 
VPT may probe into the matter and take necessary corrective 
action. 

(vi). ‘Hooking’ is part of cranage: and, therefore, there shall be no 
separate billing for deployment of ‘hookmen’. 

The VPT has hotly contested this claim. They have cited 
practices in other ports to support their claim that ‘hooking’ is not 
a part of ‘cranage’. According to the VPT, only the ‘crane driver' 
is covered by ‘cranage’, not the ‘hookman’. In support of this 
contention, the VPT has produced copies of bills in which they 
have been billing separately for ‘hookmen’ as part of ‘handling 
labour’. In the face of this documentary evidence, a mere 
averment from the side of M/s Sarawagi & Co. that ‘hookman’ is 
a part of ‘cranage’ cannot be accepted for the purpose of 
deciding this case. 

(vlf). What is the ‘service’ rendered by the VPT for which they have 
been levying this tariff? 

On the basis of the information furnished by the VPT, and subject 
to the analysis given above, it can be said that the VPT provides 
the following services - 

(a) , allotment of dumps and plots; 

(b) . provision of labour for sweeping spillages at the dumps 

and at the wharf; 

(c) . provision of slinging gangs at the wharf; and, 

(d) . provision of ‘hookman’ for hooking the slings. 

(vill). Is it necessary for the VPT to bother about spillage in the dump/ 
plot/stack in the custody of an exporter? 

The fact that the dump/plot/stack was in the custody of the 
Applicants cannot be disputed. But, the significance of the 
distinction between freehold and leasehold custody will have to 
be recognised. Equally importantly, the responsibility of the VPT 
on environmental considerations has to be borne in mind. That 
being so, the port’s concerns on this score will have to be 
admitted even if there is only nominal spillage (or, no spillage at 
all). Also, the restrictive labour practices requiring the VPT to 
recognise a ‘notional gang' for the purpose cannot be ignored 
retrospectively. May be, on a prospective consideration, in the 
context of a re-arrangement suggested by this Authority in this 
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the statement attached as Annex - 2. The VPT is required to rework the 
handling costs accordingly in the cases of the Applicants and make the 
necessary refunds along with interest @ 24% per annum as directed by the 
Supreme Court. 

22.2. We are of the opinion that Ideally the cost of surplus labour shall 
be spread over the entire cargo traffic. But, we take a deliberate decision in this 
case to limit the spread to the ‘ore segment' for the following reasons: 

(i) . This is a case of retrospective revision which does not lend too 

much of scope for introducing fundamental changes especially in 
respect of labour-related issues. 

(ii) . The concept of having a labour force exclusively for ‘ore handling' 

has been in existence. While the VPT can legitimately be 
expected to reckon with such a block, it can not justifiably be 
expected to burst the ore-barrier retrospectively. This will have 
significant labour and cost implications. 

22.3. In the event, the ‘model’ is adopted for settling the issue 
retrospectively; but, for purposes of future costing, the port will be expected to 
spread the cost of surplus labour over the entire cargo traffic. At the joint 
hearing, the Chamber of Commerce and Industry had canvassed this point; 
and, the VPT indicated that it was close to solving this problem (i.e., of 
‘handling charges’) along these lines very soon. 

22.4. The best solution will, of course, be to do away with different 
categories of labour and have one common pool; and, until such a position 
emerges, at least to spread the cost of surplus labour over the entire cargo 
traffic. Bearing in mind the indication given by the VPT about a probable 
solution to this problem, this Authority will require the change to be introduced 
latest by 1 April 2000. Thereafter, the costing system will change to the type 
suggested in this paragraph. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
[Advt ./I I I/I V/Exty./143/99] 
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Annex-1 


LIST OF DOCUMENTS REFERRED TQ IN CONNEC TION WITH THIS CASE ; 


1. The High Court of Andhra Pradesh judgement dated 1 October 
92. 

2. The Supreme Court judgement dated 10 February 97. 

3. The Ministry of Surface Transport order dated 21 August 98. 

4. Representation filed by M/s. S.K. Sarawagl & Co. (P) Limited on 
16 April 97. 

5. Representation filed by M/s. Ram Bahadur Thakur Limited on 19 
September 97. 

6. Representation of the VPT submitted tb the Ministry of Surface 
Transport on 16 June 97. 

7. Comments (dated 29 September 98) of the VPT submitted to the 
TAMP. 

8. TAMP letter (dated 6 January 99) to the VPT raising points tor 
clarification. 

9. Reply (dated 31 January 99) of the VPT to the points raised by 
the TAMP. 

10. Additional petition (dated 23 June 99) submitted by M/s. S.K. 
Sarawagi & Co. (P) Limited to include the period beyond 12 
February 92. 

11. Lists of points raised by M/s Sarawagi & Co. (dated 6 January 99 
and 18 January 99). 

12. Reply of the VPT dated 4 February 99. 

13. Comments (dated 2 February 99) submitted by the Federation of 
Indian Mineral Industries (FIMI). 

14. Particulars furnished by the VPT about Interchangeability of Ore 
Handling Labour to Dock Labour Board and particulars of 
Deployment Ore handling Labour commodity wise during the 
period of 1986-87 to 1991-92. 
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15. Written submission given after joint hearing by M/s. S.K. 
Sarawagi & Co. (P) Limited, M/s Ram Bahadur Thakur Limited, 
and the FIMI on 10 July 99, 22 June 99, and 1 July 99. 

16. Comments (dated 19 August 99) of the VPT on the written 
submission submitted by the 3 parties. 

17. Documents submitted (on 19 July 99) by the VPT about 
requisition of labour by/ on behalf of M/s S.K. Sarawagi & 
Co.(P)Llmited. 

18. Documents submitted (on 19 July 99) by the VPT that 'bookman' 
charge is not covered by cranage but by ‘handling costs’. 

19. ‘Final Summary Presentation’ given by M/s S.K. Sarawagi & Co. 
(P) Limited on 19 July 99. 

20. The letter dated 7 July 99 addressed to M/s S.K. Sarawagi & Co. 
by M/s. Roy and Chatterjee (P) Limited. 
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COMPUTATION OF COST OF HANDLING MANGANESE ORE -1386-87 T01991-32 


Aren-2 


O 


No. 

Item 

1988-87 

1987-88 

1988-89 

1989-80 

1990-91 

1991-92 

1 

Manganese ore tonnage 

122000 

66000 

137000 

161000 

96000 

113000 

2 

Total ore tonnage 

6030000 

5650000 

7104000 

6968000 

5613000 

6311000 









3 

Total Number of labour 




266085 

246375 


162865 

4 

Less-Shore Handling labour 


97820 

79035 

66430 

55845 

51465 

36500 

5 

Ore handling labour (3-4) 

(mandavs) 

230680 

204765 

199655 

190530 

176295 

146365 

6 

Less- Inter Changeable to DUB 

(mandavs) 

0 

83 

2154 

16641 

78007 

61101 

7 

Balance Ore handling labour(5-6) 


230680 

204682 

■■BE33D 

■El 

98288 

85264 

8 

Deployed for Manganese ore 


8913 

1267 

3906 

3929 

2541 

1659 

8 

Less- Deployed for other ore 


0 

0 

t372 

546 

616 

6307 

10 

Surplus labour (7-8-9) 

(mandays) 

■HES 

■KjjcHEI 


169414 

95131 










11 

Daily Wage Rate of Labour 

■KSI 

54.45 

54.45 

54.45 

70.78 

70.78 

70.78 

12 

Wages of Manganese ore Labour 

■K5 ■ 

485313 

68988 

212682 

278095 

■■■BiggS 

117424 

13 

Wages of 12 Hookmen 

HHISI 

20108 

10789 

28445 

37594 

24850 

31860 

14 

Piece rate 


480150 

1 75788 

229075 

299904 

194467 

141820 

15 

Cost of Manganese ore Labour (12+13+14) (Rs) 

985571 

155565 

470197 

615593 

399169 

291104 

16 

Cost of Surplus Labour 

(Rs) 

12075213 

11075047 

10466542 

11991123 

6733372 






■ 




17 

Cost per tonne Manganese ore Labour 

■nn 

8.08 

239 

343 

• 3.82 

4.16 

2.58 

18 

Cost per tonne Surplus Labour 


2.00 

1.96 

1.47 

1.72 

1.20 

0.87 

19 

Total cost per tonne (17+18) 

_(Rs)J 

10.08 

435 

4.91 

5.54 

5.36 


20 

Leave, Pension & Other benefits (20% of T9) (Rs) 

302 

T.31 

1.47 

1.66 

1.61 

1.03 

21 

Overheads (30% of 19) 

(Rs) 1 

2JD2 

0.87 

0.98 

1.11 

1.07 

0.69 





lillHSMMHH 
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22 

Total Cost per to nne( 19+20+21) 

t R*) 

1542! 

653 

7.36 

8.32 

8.04 

5.16 
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